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Nat i onal Em ssion Standards for Hazardous Air Poll utants:
M scel | aneous Organi ¢ Chem cal Manufacturing

AGENCY: Environnental Protection Agency (EPA).

ACTION:  Final rule.

SUMMARY: This action pronul gates national em ssion

st andards for hazardous air pollutants (NESHAP) for

m scel | aneous organic chem cal manufacturing facilities.
The final rule establishes emssion limts and work
practice standards for new and existing m scell aneous
organi ¢ chem cal manufacturing process units, wastewater
treatnment and conveyance systens, transfer operations,
and associ ated ancillary equi pnent and i nplenments section
112(d) of the Clean Air Act (CAA) by requiring all major
sources to nmeet hazardous air pollutants (HAP) em ssion
standards reflecting application of the maxi mnum

achi evabl e control technology (MACT). The HAP emtted
from m scel | aneous organi c chem cal manufacturing
facilities include toluene, methanol, xylene, hydrogen
chloride, and nethylene chloride. Exposure to these

subst ances has been denonstrated to cause adverse health
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effects such as irritation of the lung, eye, and nucous
menbranes, effects on the central nervous system and
cancer. We do not have the type of current detailed data
on each of the facilities and the people |iving around
the facilities covered by the final rule for this source
category that would be necessary to conduct an anal ysis
to determ ne the actual popul ati on exposures to the HAP
emtted fromthese facilities and the potential for
resul tant health effects. Therefore, we do not know the
extent to which the adverse health effects described
above occur in the popul ati ons surroundi ng these
facilities. However, to the extent the adverse effects
do occur, and the final rule reduces em ssions,
subsequent exposures will be reduced. The final rule
wi |l reduce HAP em ssions by 16,800 tons per year for
existing facilities that manufacture m scel |l aneous
organi ¢ chem cal s.
DATES: [ NSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON OF THE FI NAL RULE I N
THE FEDERAL REG STER]. The incorporation by reference of
certain publications in the rule is approved by the
Director of the Ofice of the Federal Register as of
[ | NSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON OF THE FI NAL RULE IN THE

FEDERAL REG STER] .
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ADDRESSES: Docket No. OAR-2003-0121 and A-96-04 are
| ocated at the Environnental Protection Agency, O fice of
Air & Radi ation Docket & Information Center (6102T), 1301
Constitution Avenue, NW Room B108, Washi ngton, DC
20460.
FOR FURTHER | NFORMATI ON CONTACT: M. Randy MDonal d,
Organic Chem cals Goup (C504-04), Em ssion Standards
Di vision, U S. EPA, Research Triangle Park, NC 27711
t el ephone nunmber (919) 541-5402; electronic mail (e-mail)

address nrdonal d. randy@pa. gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY | NFORMATI ON:

Requl ated Entities. Categories and entities potentially

regul ated by this action include:

Cat egory NAI CS* Exanpl es of regul ated
entities
| ndustry 3251, 3252, Producers of specialty

3253, 3254, organi ¢ chem cal s,
3255, 3256, and explosives, certain
3259, with pol ymers and resins, and
sever al certain pesticide
exceptions. i nt er medi at es.

* North Anerican Industry Classification System

This table is not intended to be exhaustive, but
rat her provides a guide for readers regarding entities
likely to be regulated by this action. To determ ne

whet her your facility is regulated by this action, you
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shoul d exam ne the applicability criteria in 863.2435 of
the final rule. |If you have any questions regarding the
applicability of this action to a particular entity,
consult the person listed in the precedi ng FOR FURTHER

| NFORMATI ON CONTACT secti on.

Docket. We have established official public dockets for
this action under Docket ID No. OAR-2003-0121 and A-96-
04. The official public docket consists of the docunents
specifically referenced in this action, any public
comments received, and other information related to this
action. All itenms may not be |isted under both docket
nunbers, so interested parties should inspect both docket
nunbers to ensure that they have received all materials
relevant to the final rule. Although a part of the
official docket, the public docket does not include
confidential business information (CBI) or other

i nformati on whose disclosure is restricted by statute.
The official public docket is the collection of materials
that is available for public viewing at the Air and

Radi ati on Docket in the EPA Docket Center, (EPA/DC) EPA
West, Room B102, 1301 Constitution Avenue, NW

Washi ngton, DC. The EPA Docket Center Public Reading

Roomis open from8:30 a.m to 4:30 p.m, Mnday through
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Fri day, excluding |egal holidays. The tel ephone nunber
for the Reading Roomis (202) 566-1744, and the tel ephone
nunber for the Air Docket Center is (202) 566-1742. A
reasonabl e fee may be charged for copying docket
material s.

El ectronic Access. You may access this Federal Register

docunment el ectronically through the EPA I nternet under

the Federal Register listings at

http://ww. epa. gov/fedrgstr/. An el ectronic version of

the public docket also is avail able through EPA s
el ectroni c public docket and coment system EPA Dockets.

You may use EPA Dockets at http://ww. epa. gov/ edocket/ to

view public comments, access the index listing of the
contents of the official public docket, and to access

t hose docunents in the public docket that are avail abl e
el ectronically. Portions of the docket materials are
avai l abl e el ectronically through Docket I D No. OAR-2003-
0121. Once in the system select "search,” then key in
the appropriate docket identification nunber. You may
still access publicly avail able docket materials through
t he Docket |1 D No. A-96-04.

Worl dwi de Web (WAA. In addition to being available in

t he docket, an electronic copy of the final rule wl
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al so be avail able on the WAW t hrough the Technol ogy
Transfer Network (TTN). Follow ng signature, a copy of
the rule will be placed on the TTN s policy and gui dance
page for newly proposed or pronul gated rul es at

http://wwv. epa.gov/ttn/oarpg. The TTN provides

information and technol ogy exchange in various areas of
air pollution control. If nore information regarding the
TTN i s needed, call the TTN HELP line at (919) 541-5384.

Judicial Review. Under CAA section 307(b)(1) of the CAA

judicial review of the final NESHAP is avail able only by
filing a petition for reviewin the U S. Court of Appeals
for the District of Colunmbia Circuit by [INSERT DATE 60
DAYS AFTER PUBLI CATION OF THI'S FI NAL RULE | N THE FEDERAL
REG STER]. Under section 307(d)(7)(B) of the CAA, only
an objection to a rule or procedure raised with
reasonabl e specificity during the period for public
comment can be raised during judicial review. NMbreover,
under CAA section 307(b)(2) of the CAA the requirenents
established by the final rule may not be chall enged
separately in civil or crimnal proceedings brought to
enf orce these requirenents.

Background Informati on Docunent. The EPA proposed the

NESHAP for m scel | aneous organi c chem cal manufacturing
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on April 4, 2002 (67 FR 16154), and received 53 comment
letters on the proposal. A background information
document (BID) (“National Em ssion Standards for

Hazar dous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) for the M scell aneous
Organi ¢ Chem cal Manufacturing |Industry, Summary of
Public Comments and Responses,”) containing EPA' s
responses to each public comment is avail able in Docket
| D No. OAR-2003-0121.

Qutline. The information presented in this preanble is
organi zed as foll ows:

| .  Background

A. What is the source of authority for devel opnent of
NESHAP?

B. What criteria are used in the devel opnment of NESHAP?
C. What is the history of the source categories?

D. VWhat are the health effects associated with the

pol lutants emtted from m scel | aneous organi c cheni cal
manuf act uri ng?

E. How did we develop the final rule?

1. Summary of the Final Rule

A. What are the affected sources and em ssi on points?
B. What are the em ssion limtations and work practice
st andar ds?

C. Vhat are the testing and initial conpliance

requi renents?

D. What are the continuous conpliance requirenments?

E. What are the notification, recordkeeping, and
reporting requirenments?

[11. Summary of Environmental, Energy, and Econom c

A. \What are the air em ssion reduction inpacts?

B. What are the cost inpacts?

C. Vhat are the econonic inpacts?

D. What are the non-air health, environnmental, and
ener gy inpacts?

|V Summary of Responses to Maj or Conmments
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What changes to applicability did the comenters

uggest ?

How di d we change the conpliance dates?
How di d we devel op the standards?

St andards for Process Vents

St orage Tank Standards

St andards for Wastewater Systens

St andards for Equi pment Leaks

St andards for Transfer Racks

Pol l ution Prevention

Initial Conpliance

Ongoi ng Conpl i ance

Recor dkeepi ng and Reporting

Startup, Shutdown, and Mal function
Change Managenent

Over |l appi ng Requirenents

Statutory and Executive Order Reviews
Executive Order 12866: Regul atory Planning and Revi ew
Paperwor k Reducti on Act

Regul atory Flexibility Act

Unf unded Mandat es Reform Act

Executive Order 13132: Federalism
Executive Order 13175: Consultation and Coordi nation

th Indian Tribal Governnents

Executive Order 13045: Protection of Children from

Environmental Health and Safety Ri sks

H. Executive Order 13211: Actions that Significantly
Af fect Energy Supply, Distribution, or Use

| . National Technol ogy Transfer Advancenment Act

J. Congressional Review Act

| . Background

A. VWhat is the source of authority for devel opnent of
NESHAP?

Section 112 of the CAA requires us to |ist

cat egori es and subcategories of major sources and sone

area sources of HAP and to establish NESHAP for the

| i sted source categories and subcategories. A mgjor

source of HAP is a stationary source or group of



9
stationary sources |ocated within a contiguous area under
conmmon control that has the potential to emt greater
than 9.1 nmegagrans per year (My/yr) (10 tons per year
(tpy)) of any one HAP or 22.7 My/yr (25 tpy) of any
conbi nati on of HAP.

B. What criteria are used in the devel opnent of NESHAP?

Section 112 of the CAA requires that we establish
NESHAP for the control of HAP from both new and existing
maj or sources. The CAA requires the NESHAP to refl ect
t he maxi mnum degree of reduction in em ssions of HAP that
is achievable, taking into consideration the cost of
achi eving the em ssions reductions, any non-air quality
heal th and environnental inpacts, and energy
requi renments. This |level of control is commonly referred
to as MACT.

The MACT floor is the m ninmmcontrol |evel allowed
for NESHAP and is defined under section 112(d)(3) of the
CAA. I n essence, the MACT fl oor ensures that all nmgjor
sources achieve the level of control already achi eved by
the better-controlled and |l ower-emtting sources in each
source category or subcategory. For new sources, the
MACT fl oor cannot be |less stringent than the em ssion

control that is achieved in practice by the best-
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controlled simlar source. The MACT standards for
exi sting sources can be |ess stringent than standards for
new sources, but they cannot be |l ess stringent than the
average em ssion limtation achieved by the best-
perform ng 12 percent of existing sources (or the best-
perform ng five sources for categories or subcategories
with fewer than 30 sources).

I n devel opi ng MACT, we al so consi der control options
that are nore stringent than the floor. |In considering
whet her to establish standards nore stringent than the
floor, we nust consider cost, non-air quality health and
envi ronnental inmpacts, and energy requirenents.

C. Wiat is the history of the source categories?

Section 112 of the CAA requires us to establish
rules for categories of em ssion sources that emt HAP.
On July 16, 1992, we published an initial list of 174
source categories to be regulated (57 FR 31576). The
listing was our best attenpt to identify mjor sources of
HAP by manufacturing category. Follow ng the publication
of that listing, we published a schedule for the
promul gati on of em ssion standards for each of the 174
|isted source categories. At the time the initial |ist

was published, we recognized that we m ght have to revise
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the list fromtime to time as better information becane
avai l abl e.

Based on information we collected in 1995, we
realized that several of the original source categories
on the list had simlar process equipnment, emnm ssion
characteristics and applicable control technol ogies.
Additionally, many of these source categories were on the
sane schedul e for pronul gation, by Novenmber 15, 2000.
Therefore, we decided to conmbine a nunber of source
categories fromthe original listing into one broad set
of em ssion standards. Today's final rule reflects the
subsunption of the follow ng source categories into a new
source category called M scell aneous Organic Chem cal
Manuf acturing: benzyltrimethyl ammoni um chl ori de
producti on, carbonyl sulfide production, chelating agents
producti on, chlorinated paraffins production, ethylidene
nor bor nene production, explosives production, hydrazine
producti on, photographic chem cals production, phthal ate
pl asticizers production, rubber chem cals production,
symmetrical tetrachl oropyridi ne production, OBPA/1, 3-

di i socyanate production, al kyd resins production,
pol yester resins production, polyvinyl alcohol

production, polyvinyl acetate enul sions production,



12

pol yvi nyl butyral production, polymerized vinylidene
chl oride production, polynethyl nmethacryl ate producti on,
mal ei ¢ anhydri de copol yners production, ammonium sul fate
production - caprol actam by-product plants, and
gquat er nary anmmoni um conpounds production. Along with
these 22 source categories, the M scell aneous Organic
Chem cal Manufacturing source category is also defined to
i nclude other organic chem cal manufacturing processes
whi ch are not being covered by any other MACT standards.

Today’ s action establishes final standards for
m scel | aneous organi c chem cal manufacturing (40 CFR part
63, subpart FFFF).

D. \VWhat are the health effects associated with the

pollutants enmitted from ni scell aneous organi c cheni cal

manuf act uri ng?

The CAA was created, in part, “to protect and
enhance the quality of the Nation's air resources so as
to pronmote the public health and wel fare and the
productive capacity of the popul ation” (see section
101(b) of the CAA). These NESHAP will protect public
heal th by reducing em ssions of HAP from m scel | aneous
organi ¢ chem cal manufacturing facilities.

M scel | aneous organi c chem cal manufacturing
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facilities emt an estimted 21,900 My/yr (24,100 tpy) of
organi ¢ and inorganic HAP. Organic HAP include tol uene,
met hanol , xyl ene, nethyl ethyl ketone, ethyl benzene,
met hyl i sobutyl ketone, and vinyl acetate. 1norganic HAP
emtted by this industry include hydrogen chloride (HC)
and some HAP netals in the formof particulate matter
(PM. The final rule reduces HAP em ssions from
m scel | aneous organic chem cal manufacturing facilities
by 68 percent. As a result of controlling these HAP, the
final NESHAP wi Il also reduce em ssions of volatile
organi ¢ conpounds (VOC). A summary of the potential
health effects caused by exposure to these pollutants is
presented in the preanble to the proposed rule (67 FR
16154) .

E. How did we develop the final rule?

We proposed the NESHAP for the m scell aneous organic
chem cal manufacturing source category on April 4, 2002
(67 FR 16154) and provided an 85-day comment period. W
received a total of 55 comment letters. A copy of each
of the comment letters is available in Docket No. OAR-
2003-0121 or A-96-04.

The final rule reflects full consideration of al

t he comments we received on the proposed rule, as well as
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our reassessnment of certain data in the rul emaking
record. Major public coments on the proposed subpart
FFFF, along with our responses to the coments, are
sunmarized in section IV of this preanble. A detailed
response to all comments is included in the Background
| nformati on Docunent for the pronul gated standards
(Docket No. OAR-2003-0121). Comments on the proposed
m scel | aneous coati ng manufacturing NESHAP wi || be
summari zed and di scussed in the subpart HHHHH
promul gati on package.
1. Summary of the Final Rule

A. What are the affected sources and em ssion points?

Em ssion points identified from m scel | aneous
organi ¢ chem cal manufacturing production include process
vents, storage tanks, equipnent |eaks, transfer
operations, and wastewater collection and treatnment
systens. The affected source subject to this subpart is
the facilitywi de coll ection of m scell aneous organic
chem cal manufacturing process units (MCPU), wastewater
treat ment and conveyance systens, transfer operations,
and associ ated ancillary equi pnent such as heat exchange
systens that are located at a major source of HAP as

defined in section 112(a) of the CAA. An MCPU includes a
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m scel | aneous organi c chem cal manufacturing process, as
defined in 40 CFR 63. 2550, and nmust neet the follow ng
criteria: (1) it manufactures any material or famly of
mat eri al s described in 40 CFR 63.2435(b)(1); it
processes, uses, or produces HAP described in 40 CFR
63. 2435(b) (2); and, except for certain process vents that
are part of a chem cal manufacturing process unit, as
identified in 40 CFR 63.100(j)(4), the MCPU is not part
of an affected source under another subpart of
40 CFR part 63. The MCPU is defined according to the
equi pnment used to make the subject material, and it
i ncludes storage tanks that are associated with the
process.

New sources are created by reconstructing existing
sources, constructing new “greenfield” facilities, or
constructing an addition to an existing source that is a
dedi cated MCPU and has the potential to exceed 10 tpy of
an individual HAP or 25 tpy of conbi ned HAP.

Reconfi guration of existing equipnent does not constitute
“construction.”

B. What are the emission limts and work practice

st andar ds?

The final rule regulates HAP em ssions from
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m scel | aneous organic chem cal manufacturing facilities
that are determ ned to be nmajor sources. The standards
apply to existing sources as well as new sources.

Process Vents

The final standards for existing batch and
continuous process vents are set at a floor level of
control and include requirenments for organic and
i norgani ¢ HAP. For batch process vents, the final
standards require you to reduce uncontrolled organic HAP
em ssions fromthe sumof all batch process vents within
the process by 98 percent if uncontrolled em ssions
exceed 4,540 kil ogranms per year (kg/yr) (10,000 pounds
per year (lb/yr)). No control of vents is required for
processes that are limted to uncontrolled em ssions of
4,540 kg/yr (10,000 Ib/yr) or less, as calculated on a
rolling 365-day basis. A second control option for batch
vents is to reduce the sumof all batch process vents
within the process by 95 percent using recovery devices.

For continuous process vents, the final standards
require control of vents determ ned to have a total
resource effectiveness (TRE) index equal to or |less than
1.9. The standards require you to reduce HAP em ssions

by at | east 98 percent by weight if the TRE of the outl et
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gaseous stream after the |ast recovery device is |ess
than 1.9, or to reduce the outlet total organic conmpound
(TOC) concentration to 20 parts per mllion by vol une
(ppmv) or less. For continuous process vents, we
reference the process vent standards contained in 40 CFR
part 63, subpart SS.

For inorganic HAP, we set the standards based on the
fl oor and made no distinction between batch and
continuous streanms. The standards for hydrogen halide
and hal ogen HAP (i.e., HC, hydrogen fluoride (HF), and
chlorine (Cl2)) were determned to be 99 percent control
of hydrogen halide and hal ogen HAP from the sum of al
process vents in processes with uncontrolled hydrogen
hal i de and hal ogen HAP em ssions equal to or greater than
1,000 I b/yr. The final rule also requires control of
hydrogen halide and hal ogen HAP em ssions generated by
t he conbusti on control of hal ogenated streans, which are
defined by a nass eni ssion rate of hal ogen atons
contained in organic conpounds of 0.45 kil ograns per hour
(kg/ hr) or nore. Specifically, hydrogen halide and
hal ogen HAP em ssions nust be reduced after the
conbusti on device by 99 percent, to no nore than 0.45

kg/ hr, or to no nore than 20 ppnmv. Alternatively, the
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hal ogen atom mass rate before the conmbustion device may
be reduced to no nore than 0.45 kg/hr or to no nore than
20 ppmv. The MACT floor for PM HAP em ssions from
process vents at existing sources is no em ssions
reduction, and we did not set a standard above the floor.
We defined the term “process” to include all
equi pnment that collectively function to produce a
material or famly of materials that are covered by the
source category. For batch process vents, we al so
est abl i shed an equival ent mass cutoff of 200 Ib/yr in the
final rule that corresponds to the 50 ppnv concentration.
The new source standards for batch and continuous
process vents follow the sanme formats as descri bed above.
However, sone of the applicability triggers are nore
stringent. All batch process vents within a process for
whi ch the uncontroll ed organic HAP em ssions from batch
process vents exceed 1,360 kg/yr (3,000 | b/yr) nust be
reduced by either 98 percent using a control device or 95
percent using a recovery device. All continuous process
vents with a TRE of less than or equal to 5.0 nust be
controll ed by 98 percent. For inorganic HAP, the
standards for new sources are identical to the standards

for existing sources. The new source standard for PM HAP
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em ssions from process vents is 97 percent control for
each process with uncontrolled PM HAP em ssions greater
t han or equal to 400 Ib/yr. Control requirenments for
hal ogenated streans are also the sanme as for existing
sour ces.

St or age Tanks

The final rule requires existing sources to control
enm ssions from storage tanks having capacities greater
than or equal to 38 cubic meters (m3) (10,000 gall ons
(gal)) and storing material with a HAP partial pressure
of greater than 6.9 kilopascals (kPa) (1.0 pound per
square inch absolute (psia)). For new sources, the
standards require control of storage tanks having
capacities greater than or equal to 38 m3 (10,000 gal)
and storing material with a HAP partial pressure of
greater than 0.7 kPa (0.1 psia). For both existing and
new sources, the required control is to use a floating
roof or to reduce the organic HAP em ssions by 95 percent
by weight or nore. W also concluded in a revised
anal ysis that for small storage tanks (capacities <10, 000
gal), that there is a “no em ssion reduction” MACT fl oor,
and we did not specify a standard because the total

i npacts of a nore stringent regulatory alternative were
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found to be unreasonable. Additionally, we concl uded
that the new source MACT fl oor as proposed is appropriate
(95 percent control of all tanks with capacities of
10,000 gal and storing material with a HAP partia
pressure of 0.1 psia) for all tanks.

WAst ewat er

The final rule requires managenent and treatnment of
Group 1 wastewater streans and residuals renoved from
Goup 1 wastewater streans to be consistent with the
requi renents contained in 40 CFR part 63, subpart G For
t he purposes of 40 CFR part 63, subpart FFFF, the
characteristics of Goup 1 wastewater streans are defined
with the followi ng characteristics at the point of
determ nation (POD):

* Process wastewater containing partially sol uble
HAP at an annual average concentration greater than 50
parts per mllion by weight (ppmw) and a conbi ned t ot al
annual average concentration of soluble and partially
sol ubl e HAP of 10,000 ppnw or greater at any fl ow ate.

* Process wastewater containing partially sol uble
HAP at an annual average concentration greater than 50
ppmv and a conbi ned total annual average concentration of

sol ubl e and partially soluble HAP of 1,000 ppmw or
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greater at an annual average flowate of 1 liter per
m nute (I pm or greater.

* Process wastewater containing partially soluble
HAP at an annual average concentration of 50 ppmw or | ess
and sol ubl e HAP at an annual average concentration of
30, 000 ppmw or greater and a total annual |oad of sol uble
HAP of 1 tpy or greater.

At new sources, the requirenents are identical to
those for existing sources, but the applicability
triggers on individual streans are nore stringent. 1In
addition to controlling streans that neet the threshol ds
for existing sources, control is also required for the
following streans at their POD

* Process wastewater containing an annual average
HAP concentration exceeding 10 ppmwv of conpounds |isted
in Table 8 of 40 CFR part 63, subpart G wth annual
average flowate greater than 0.02 | pm

* Process wastewater containing partially sol uble
HAP at an annual average concentration of 50 ppmw or | ess
and sol ubl e HAP at an annual average concentrati on of
4,500 ppmw or greater and a total annual |oad of soluble
HAP of 1 tpy or greater.

The final rule also requires conpliance with the
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requi renments of 40 CFR 63. 105 for nmaintenance wast ewat er
streans, and conpliance with the requirenents in 40 CFR
63.149 for liquid streans in open systenms within an MCPU.

Transfer Racks and Ancillary Sources

The final standards for transfer racks, maintenance
wast ewat er, and heat exchange systens are unchanged from
the proposal, and they are identical to the requirenents
in the hazardous organi c NESHAP (HON). For transfer
operations, we are requiring the HON | evel of control for
transfer racks that | oad greater than 0.65 mllion liters
per year (l/yr) (0.17 mllion gallons per year (gal/yr))
of liquid products that contain organic HAP with a
partial pressure of 10.3 kPa (1.5 psia). For each
transfer rack that neets these thresholds, total organic
HAP em ssi ons nust be reduced by 98 percent by wei ght or
nore, or the displaced vapors nust be returned to the
process or originating container. For nmaintenance
wast ewat er, you nust prepare a plan for mnim zing
em ssions. For heat exchange systens, you nust inplenment
a nonitoring programto detect |eaks into the cooling
wat er .

Equi pnent Leaks

For equi pment | eaks, the final rule requires
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i npl ementation of a | eak detection and repair (LDAR)
program For processes with no continuous process vents,
you must inplenent the programin 40 CFR part 63, subpart
TT. For processes with at |east one continuous process
vent, you nust inplenment the programin 40 CFR part 63,
subpart UU. Alternatively, you may elect to conply with
the requirenents in 40 CFR part 65, subpart F (i.e., the
Consol i dated Federal Air Rule).

Pol l uti on Prevention

The final rule also includes a pollution prevention
alternative for existing sources that neets the control
| evel of the MACT floor and nay be inmplenented in |ieu of
the em ssion |imtations and work practice standards
descri bed above. The pollution prevention alternative
provides a way for facilities to conply with MACT by
reduci ng overall consunption of HAP in their processes;
therefore, it is not applicable for HAP that are
generated in the process or for new sources.
Specifically, you nust denonstrate that the production-
i ndexed consunption of HAP has decreased by at | east 65
percent from a 3-year average baseline set no earlier
than the 1994 through 1996 cal endar years. The

producti on-i ndexed consunption factor is expressed as the
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mass of HAP consuned, divided by the mass of product
produced. The nunerator in the factor is the total
consunpti on of the HAP, which describes all the different
areas where it can be consunmed, either through |losses to
t he environnent, consunption in the process as a
reactant, or otherw se destroyed.

Em ssions Averaging Provisions

The final rule incorporates the em ssions averagi ng
provisions in 40 CFR part 63, subpart G (the HON), with
sone changes to accommodate batch process vents. For
exanple, the final rule specifies that uncontrolled
em ssions from batch process vents are to be cal cul at ed
using the procedures in 40 CFR part 63, subpart GGG and
performance testing nust be conducted under worst case
conditions, as defined in subpart GGG

Alternati ve Standard

The final rule contains an alternative standard for
process vents and storage tanks. When eni ssions are
controll ed using conbustion control devices, the
alternative standard requires control to an undiluted TOC
concentration of 20 ppnv or less and an undil uted
hydrogen hali de and hal ogen HAP concentration of 20 ppnv

or | ess. For nonconbusti on control devices, the TOC
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concentration and total hydrogen halide and hal ogen HAP
concentration both nust be reduced to 50 ppnv or |ess.
Conti nuous nmonitoring of outlet TOC and total hydrogen
hal i de and hal ogen HAP is required for conpliance with
this alternative standard.

C. \VWhat are the testing and initial conpliance

requirenents?

Process Vents

The final rule requires cal culation of uncontrolled
em ssions as a first step in denonstrating conpliance
with the 98 percent or 95 percent reduction requirenent
for batch process vents. This initial calculation of
uncontrolled em ssions is not required if you choose to
control process vents using the alternative standard or
usi ng specified conbustion devices. For continuous
process vents, the final rule requires calculation of the
TRE i ndex val ues using the procedures contained in the
HON for continuous process vents.

To verify that the required reducti ons have been
achi eved, you nust either test or use cal culation
met hodol ogi es, dependi ng on the em ssion stream
characteristics, control device, and the type of process

vent. For each continuous process vent with a TRE | ess
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than or equal to 1.9, conpliance with the percent
reduction em ssion limtation nmust be verified through
performance testing. For batch process vents, initial
conpl i ance denonstrations nust be conducted in accordance
with the requirenents in the Pharmaceuticals Production
NESHAP (40 CFR part 63, subpart GGG). Specifically,
performance tests are required for control devices
handling greater than 9.1 My/yr (10 tpy) of HAP, while
ei ther engineering assessnents or performance tests are
all owed for control devices with | ower |oads and for
condensers. Performance tests nust be conducted under
wor st-case conditions if the control device is used to
control em ssions from batch process vents.

St orage Tanks, Transfer Racks., and \WAst ewat er

To denonstrate initial conpliance with em ssion
limts and work practice standards for storage tanks,
transfer racks, and wastewater systems, the final rule
all ows you to either conduct perfornmance tests or
docunment conpliance using engi neering cal culations. The
initial conpliance procedures are specified in 40 CFR
part 63, subpart SS (National Em ssion Standards for
Cl osed Vent Systens, Control Devices, Recovery Devices

and Routing to a Fuel Gas System or a Process), subpart
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WN (National Em ssion Standards for Storage Vessels
(Tanks - Control Level 2)), and subpart G (the HON), for
control devices used to reduce em ssions from storage
tanks and transfer racks, storage tanks controlled with
floating roofs, and wastewater sources, respectively.

D. What are the continuous conpliance requirenents?

The final rule requires nonitoring, inspections, and
cal cul ati ons to denonstrate ongoing conpliance.
Typically, continuous nonitoring (i.e., every 15 m nutes)
of em ssions or operating paraneters is required when
using a control device or wastewater treatnent device.
| f operating paranmeters are nonitored, operating limts
must be established during the initial conpliance
denonstration. Periodic inspections are required for
em ssi on suppressi on equi pnent on waste nmanagenent units
and floating roofs on storage tanks and wastewater tanks.
For processes that have G oup 2 batch process vents
(i.e., total organic HAP em ssions |ess than 10, 000
I b/yr), you nust track the nunber of batches produced to
show that em ssions remain below the Goup 1 threshold.

Conti nuous nmonitoring requirenents for control
devi ces are specified in 40 CFR part 63, subpart SS, wth

sonme exceptions specified in the final rule. For
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exanple, the final rule requires that nonitoring data
during periods of startup, shutdown, and nmal function
(SSM be used in daily averages, whereas subpart SS
excl udes such data from averages. For batch process
vents, you mmy request approval to set operating limts
for individual or groups of em ssion episodes using the
results of the performance test and applicable
suppl ementary information. To use this approach, you
must provide rationale for your selected operating limts
in your preconpliance report. As an alternative to daily
averaging, the final rule also allows averagi ng over a
batch or segnent of a batch for control devices used to
reduce em ssions from batch process vents. For contro
devi ces that do not control nmore than 1 tpy of HAP
em ssions, only a daily verification that the contro
device is operating as designed is required.

| nspections for floating roofs nust be conducted in
accordance with 40 CFR part 63, subpart WN Al
nmoni toring and inspection requirenents for wastewater
systens nust be conducted in accordance with 40 CFR part
63, subpart G

E. What are the notification, recordkeeping, and

reporting requirements?
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Recor dkeepi ng and reporting requirenents are
outlined in the General Provisions to part 63 (40 CFR
part 63, subpart A), as well as the requirenents in
referenced subpart G (the HON), subpart SS (National
Em ssion Standards for Closed Vent Systenms, Contr ol
Devi ces, Recovery Devices and Routing to a Fuel Gas
System or a Process), subpart TT (National Em ssion
St andards for Equi pnent Leaks - Control Level 1), subpart
UU (National Em ssion Standards for Equi pnment Leaks -
Control Level 2 Standards), and subpart WV (National
Em ssion Standards for Storage Vessels - Control Level
2). The sections of subpart A that apply to the final
rule are designated in Table 12 to subpart FFFF of 40 CFR
part 63. Additional recordkeeping and reporting
requi renents are specific to the final rule. For
exanple, you are required to submt a preconpliance
report if you choose to conply using an alternative
nmoni tori ng approach, use an engi neering assessnent to
denonstrate conpliance, or conply using a control device
handling less than 1 tpy of HAP em ssions. The final
rule also references the SSM recor dkeepi ng and reporting
requi renents contained in 40 CFR part 63, subpart SS.

Under these provisions, SSMrecords are required only for
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events during which excess em ssions occur or events when
the startup, shutdown, and mal function plan (SSMP) was
not foll owed.

Consi stent with the General Provisions, you nust
submt an initial notification, a notification of
conpliance status (NOCS) report, and conpliance reports.
The initial notification is required within 120 days of
the effective date of 40 CFR part 63, subpart FFFF. That
brief notification serves to alert appropriate agencies
(State agenci es and EPA Regi onal Offices) of the
exi stence of your affected source and puts them on notice
for future conpliance actions. The NOCS report, which is
due 150 days after the conpliance date of the NESHAP, is
a conmprehensive report that describes the affected source
and the strategy being used to comply. The NOCS report
is also an inportant aspect of the title V permtting
strategy for sources subject to subpart FFFF. Conpliance
reports are required every 6 nonths.

I11. Summary of Environnental, Energy, and Econom c
| npact s

A. \VWhat are the air em ssion reduction inpacts?

We estimate nati onw de baseline HAP em ssions from

m scel | aneous organi ¢ chem cal manufacturing sources to
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be 21,900 My/yr (24,200 tpy). We project that the final
rule will reduce HAP eni ssions by about 15,200 My/yr
(16,800 tpy). Because many of the HAP em tted by
m scel | aneous organic chem cal manufacturing facilities
are also VOC, the NESHAP will also reduce VOC.

Conmbustion of fuels in conbustion-based control
devices and to generate electricity and steamw ||
i ncrease secondary em ssions of carbon nonoxide (CO,
nitrogen oxides (NOy), sulfur dioxide (SOy), and PM I ess
than 10 mcrons in diameter (PMyg) by about 870 My/yr
(960 tpy). These inpacts were estimated assum ng
electricity is generated in coal-fired power plants,
steamis produced in natural gas-fired industrial
boilers, and natural gas is used as the auxiliary fuel in
i ncinerators and flares.

B. What are the cost inpacts?

The cost inpacts include the capital cost to install
control devices and nonitoring equipnment, and include the
annual costs involved in operating control devices and
nmoni tori ng equi pment, inplenmenting work practices, and
conducting performance tests. The annual cost inpacts
al so include the cost savings generated by reducing the

| oss of product or solvent in the formof em ssions. The
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total capital cost for existing sources is estimated to
be $127 mllion, and the total annual cost for existing
sources is estimted to be $75.1 mllion per year.

We estimate that in the first 3 years after the
effective date of 40 CFR part 63, subpart FFFF, that the
annual cost burden will average $3, 150/ yr per respondent
for recordkeeping and reporting requirenents. This
esti mate was based on having 251 sources. Most of these
costs are for new and reconstructed sources that nust be
in conpliance upon startup; other costs are for existing
sources to prepare initial notifications and plans. In
the fourth year after the effective date, existing
facilities must begin to nonitor and record operating
parameters to conply with operating limts and prepare
conpliance reports, which will significantly increase the
annual burden nati onw de.

We expect that the actual conpliance cost inpacts of
the NESHAP wi ||l be | ess than described above because of
the potential to use common control devices, upgrade
exi sting control devices, inplenment em ssions averaging,
or conply with the alternative standard. Because the
effect of such practices is highly site-specific and data

were unavail able to estimte how often the | ower cost
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conpliance practices could be utilized, we could not
gquantify the amount by which actual conpliance costs
m ght be reduced.

C. \Vhat are the econonic inpacts?

The econom ¢ i npact analysis for 40 CFR part 63,
subpart FFFF, shows that the expected price increase for
affected output is 0.5 percent, and the expected change
in production of affected output is a reduction of 0.3
percent. One plant closure is expected out of the 207
facilities affected by the final rule. 1t should be
noted that the baseline economc conditions of the
facility predicted to close affect the closure estimate
provi ded by the econom ¢ nodel, and that the facility
predicted to close appears to have |low profitability
| evel s currently. Therefore, no adverse inpact is
expected to occur for those industries that produce
m scel | aneous organic chem cals affected by the NESHAP,
such as soaps and cl eaners, industrial organic chem cals,
and agricul tural chem cals.

D. What are the non-air health, environnental, and

enerqgy inmpacts?

Wth the assunption that overheads from steam

stripping will be recoverable as material or fuel, no
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solid waste i s expected to be generated from steam
stripping of wastewater streans. No solid waste is
expected to be generated fromcontrols of other em ssion
points. W expect the overall energy demand (i.e., for
auxiliary fuel in incinerators, electricity generation,
and steam production) to increase by an estimated 6.1
mllion gigajoules per year (5.8 trillion British thernal
units per year).
V. Summary of Responses to Maj or Comments

A. \What changes to applicability did the commenters

suggest ?
Comrent: Several comrenters suggested using only

one industrial classification code, preferably the NAICS.
The comrenters al so recommended i ncreasing the
specificity of the NAICS codes to six digits. As an
alternative, one comenter suggested that the codes be
scrapped and applicability be based sinply on the
manuf acture of organic chemcals. Finally, the
comment ers requested exceptions for all codes that refer
to inorganic chem cal manufacturing processes.

Response: W decided to retain both the SIC and
NAI CS codes in the final rule. Although SIC codes are

bei ng phased out, we decided to retain them because many
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i ndustries still use these codes, and they were the basis
for the selecting industries that received the section
114 information request. W rejected the suggestion to
use six-digit NAICS codes because the list would be
unnecessarily long; listing exclusions is nuch shorter.
For the final rule, we also decided to list only the
three-digit NAICS code for the chem cal manufacturing
subsector (325) rather than the seven four-digit codes
for industry groups within this subsector because 40 CFR
part 63, subpart FFFF, applies to all of the industry
groups. However, there are sel ected manufacturing
processes within both the SIC and NAICS i ndustry groups
for which the final rule is not applicable. These
processes are exenpted in the final rule by listing only
the applicable six-digit NAICS code. Thus, a process
described by a listed six-digit NAICS code is exenpt even
if it falls within an otherw se applicable SIC code. The
exenptions cover all but three of the processes descri bed
by NAICS codes 325131, 325181, 325188, 325314, 325991

and 325992. The three processes within these otherw se
exenpt categories are hydrazine, refornulating plastics
resins fromrecycled plastics products, and photographic

chem cal s.
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Coment: Two commenters stated that hydrazine
manuf acturing shoul d not be subject to 40 CFR part 63,
subpart FFFF, and the Hydrazi ne Manufacturing source
cat egory shoul d be delisted because within the next few
mont hs, there will no | onger be major sources within the
source category; emni ssions from hydrazi ne manufacturing
are too low to trigger controls; and hydrazine is an
i norgani ¢ conpound. |If hydrazine is not renoved fromthe
m scel | aneous organi ¢ chem cal manufacturing source
category, one of the two commenters suggested that
alternative testing nethods are needed for hydrazine and
that the definition of TOC should be changed to include
hydrazi ne. The other commenter pointed out that the TRE
equation is meaningless for hydrazi ne manufacturing
pl ants because it requires sources to determ ne the
hourly em ssion rate of organic HAP, and hydrazi ne and
the raw materials used to produce hydrazine (e.g.,
chl orine, caustic soda, and ammoni a) are all inorganic.

Response: Subpart FFFF covers the manufacture of
hydrazi ne because it was one of the source categories
subsuned, and the standards are based on a broad variety
of chem cal manufacturing processes. W devel oped

separate standards for hydrogen halide and hal ogen
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em ssions that require 99 percent control when
uncontrol |l ed hydrogen halide and hal ogen em ssi ons exceed
1,000 | b/yr per process. However, hydrazine itself is
al so a HAP. Therefore, process vents containing hydrogen
hal i de and hal ogen HAP woul d be subject to standards for
hydrogen hali de and hal ogen em ssions. Hydrazine
em ssions from process vents would be subject to either
t he continuous process vent standards or the batch
process vent standards. For the purposes of calcul ating
the TRE for continuous process vents or mass em ssions
for conparison with the 10,000 | b/yr applicability
threshold for batch process vents, the final rule
specifies that hydrazine is to be considered an organic
HAP.

Comment: One commenter requested an exenption for
phot ogr aphi ¢ processing chem cals such as fixers,
bl eaches, and devel opers because HAP en ssions fromthe
processes are mniml, the equi pment to manufacture these
conmpounds are m xi ng vessels, and the processes do not
appear to be included in the MACT floor. The comenter
suggested that adm nistrative burdens associated with the
final rule, including calculating uncontrolled em ssions,

are not warrant ed.
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Response: We have not exenpted manufacturing
processes for photographic processing chemcals. The
manuf act uri ng equi pment and em ssion characteristics,
such as m xing vessels and their associ ated em ssions
from vapor displacenent and evaporative | osses, are
represented by processes contained in the database.

Comment: Many commenters supported the concept of
treating process vents fromthe production of energetics
as a separate class of em ssion streans subject to
alternative requirenents or a | esser degree of control
for safety reasons. Several commenters provided
specifics on the hazards posed by incineration-based
controls and nade recomendati ons that included providing
definitions for energetics, waiving requirenments for
energetics or establishing a process where safe control
technol ogy can be identified on a case-by-case basis, and
consi dering other control alternatives for conpounds such
as organi c peroxi des, powdered netals, netal catalysts,
and highly flammbl e gases such as ethyl ene oxi de and
hydrogen. One of the comenters indicated that
condensati on and carbon adsorption are not effective on
sone conpounds, such as nitroglycerine, which is unstable

at | ow tenperatures and cannot be safely controlled by
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carbon adsorption because it spontaneously conbusts. The
comment er supported a definition for energetics that
i ncl udes “propellants, explosives, and pyrotechnics.” A
second coment er suggested defining expl osives as
material included in the U S. Departnment of
Transportation hazardous materials tables (49 CFR
172.101) and listed as Hazard Class | hazardous materi al
to include all Class | materials, or specifically
materials in Divisions 1.1 through 1.6. The comenter
i ndi cated that using this approach, expl osive
manuf acturers woul d know who they are because they are
al ready shipping their materials as expl osives;
manuf acturers who make materials that have sone energetic
properties, but are not shipped as explosives, woul d
clearly be excluded. A third comenter requested that
ot her conpounds al so be included in the subclass as
expl osives, particularly organic peroxides. The
commenter cited EPA's rationale in providing a sim|lar
exclusion fromcontrol according to Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act (RCRA), subpart CC for organic peroxide
producers. A fourth commenter agreed and requested that
EPA i ncorporate | anguage already included at 40 CFR

264.1080(d) (duplicated at 8265.1080(d)) and 40 CFR
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264.1089(i) (duplicated at 8265.1089(i)) in 40 CFR part
63, subpart FFFF. The comenter al so suggested that
ot her streans exist in the industry that nay al so neet
this definition. For instance, reactive radioactive
m xed waste wastewaters generated under the authority of
the Atom c Energy Act and the Nuclear Waste Policy Act
are exenpted from cl osed conveyance requirenments per 40
CFR 264.1080(b)(6). The U S. Departnment of Energy
requested this exenption because the radioactive m xed
waste (RMW containers “cannot be tightly sealed due to
unaccept abl e pressure buil dup of hydrogen gas to |levels
which can . . . create a potentially serious explosion
hazard.” The comenters requested that EPA include
| anguage that allows facilities to docunent the hazardous
nature of their wastewater streanms and petition for
exenption fromthe wastewater standards.

Response: In the proposal, we recognized that the
98 percent control requirenent for all process vents
within affected processes would force incineration
technol ogy, and that this technology m ght not be
appropriate for all process vent streans. Therefore, we
al so all owed 95 percent reduction of process vents if

“recovery” control technol ogy was enpl oyed to achi eve
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required reductions. W envisioned at the time that the
maj ority of this technol ogy woul d be condensation. W
solicited comments in the proposal on what commenters
woul d consi der achi evabl e reductions from appropri ate
control technol ogies and how to define energetics. Wth
t he exception of the nitroglycerin exanple, we did not
receive many comments that indicated that 95 percent
control could not be achieved in nost cases. Regarding
organi ¢ peroxi des, the add-on control requirenent of
RCRA, subpart CC, is 95 percent; therefore, EPA s earlier
deci sion that indefinitely stayed requirenents for
producers of organic peroxides is consistent with the
assunption that even 95 percent control cannot be
achieved in these cases. Simlarly, just as sone
reactive radioactive m xed wastewaters cannot be safely
managed in cl osed systens, as one comenter suggested,
there may be other situations that exist where sources
may not be able to achieve the control efficiencies
required by the final standards because of safety
concerns. Based on the specific comments we received, we
have concluded that it is appropriate to narrowy define
a class of energetics and organi c peroxides producers and

allow, on a case-specific basis, a procedure to request
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an alternative conpliance option. For these materials,
t he owner or operator nust prepare and submt
docunmentation in the preconpliance report simlar to the
requirenments in 40 CFR 264.1089(i) and 265.1089(i),
expl ai ni ng why an undue safety hazard would be created if
the air em ssion controls specified in 40 CFR part 63,
subpart FFFF, were installed on process vents,
wast ewat er, and storage tanks containing energetics and
organi ¢ peroxi des, and describing what practices would be
i npl emented to m nimze HAP em ssions from energetics and
organi ¢ peroxi des manufacturi ng.

We did not broadly define energetics to enconpass
reactive or explosive conditions and the presence of
hi ghly flammabl e gases such as et hyl ene oxi de and
hydr ogen. Based on past rules, we realize that
conbustion technol ogy may not be appropriate in these
cases, but other control technol ogies achieving
relatively high control efficiencies are avail able and
technically feasible.

Finally, the final rule includes a definition of
“energetics” that is based on the definitions suggested
by the comenters, and a definition of “organic

peroxi des” that is taken from 40 CFR 264.1080(d):
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Energetics neans propellants, explosives, and

pyrotechnics and include materials |listed at 49 CFR
172. 101 as Hazard Class | Hazardous Materials, Divisions
1.1 Through 1.6.

Organi c peroxides nmeans organi ¢ conmpounds cont ai ni ng

t he bival ent —0o-0— structure which may be considered to
be a structural derivative of hydrogen peroxide where one
or both of the hydrogen atonms has been replaced by an
organi ¢ radi cal

Borrowi ng from | anguage contained in 40 CFR
264.1080(d), only processes producing “organi c peroxides
as the predom nant products manufactured by the process”
and manufacturing “nore than one functional famly of
organi c peroxides or nultiple organic peroxides within
one functional famly,” with one or nore of these organic
per oxi des that “could potentially undergo self-
accel erating thermal deconposition at or bel ow anmbi ent
tenperatures” would be eligible for identical treatnent
as energetics.

Comment: One commenter asked for clarification that
only solvent recovery operations operating at chem cal
manuf acturing facilities are covered under 40 CFR part

63, subpart FFFF. The commenter al so suggested adding a



44
paragraph to the final rule to alert wastewater treatnent
operators that the final rule mght apply to them

Response: W have not included the suggested
| anguage because sol vent recovery operations are in fact
covered by 40 CFR part 63, subpart FFFF, even if they are
not | ocated at a chem cal manufacturing facility.

However, offsite operations that are part of an affected
sour ce under another subpart of 40 CFR part 63, such as
the Ofsite Waste and Recovery Operations NESHAP (subpart
DD), are not subject to subpart FFFF, as specified in
863. 2435(b)(3) of the final rule. Secondly, offsite
treatment facilities are not affected sources but they
may be required to treat wastewaters according to the
provi sions in subpart FFFF. Operators will be notified
by respective dischargers of their obligation to treat in
accordance with 863.132(g)(1), as referenced in Table 7
to subpart FFFF of part 63.

Comment: A nunber of commenters identified concerns
with the “famly of materials” concept and requested that
EPA either elimnate it or nake several changes. Several
comment ers suggested that the termis inconsistent with
the fl oor determ nation and the information collection

request (ICR), which allowed respondents to group
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materials but did not require it. One commenter
suggested that the famly of materials concept would
di scourage i nnovative or new and changed products due to
constantly changi ng cal cul ati ons and control requirenents
and increased adm nistrative burden associated with
tracking famlies. The commenter also stated that the
concept is inconpatible with flexible batch processes and
could lead to division of products and equi pnment that are
emtting to the same vent or groupings of products
| ocated in different buildings. The comenter suggested
t hat groupi ng be conducted on shared process vents rather
than famlies.

Four of the commenters suggested two key concepts to
incorporate into the definition: the need to be able to
group together processes with essentially identical
em ssion sources and/or stream characteristics; and the
recognition that, under some circunstances, functionality
(e.g., end use or product characteristics) may be an
appropriate option in lieu of chem cal conposition. One
of the comenters al so suggested that we revise the |ist
of exanpl es because the proposed exanpl es appear to be
much broader categories of products than what other parts

of the definition seemto allow and apply the concept
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only to batch process units in the sanme operational area.

One commenter stated that if EPA insisted on
regul ati ng equi pmrent based on a “famly of materials”
concept, it should be limted to batch processes, and the
em ssion threshold fromthe batch database should be
recal cul ated. Finally, one of the comenters suggested
that if EPA does not renove the famly of materials
concept, EPA nust allow facilities to exclude froma
famly of materials grouping all individual products when
t he manufacture results in uncontrolled HAP em ssions of
| ess than 500 | b/yr for nondedi cated batch operations or
100 I b/yr for dedicated batch operations.

Response: The concept of “famly of materials” is
nmerely a logical grouping to describe materials that have
very simlar production and em ssion stream
characteristics such that they can be considered as a
single process. The final rule bases its control
requi renment on the sum of uncontrolled em ssions within a
process grouping. Only processes with uncontrolled
organi ¢ HAP em ssions of greater than 5 tpy are required
to be controlled by 98 percent. Therefore, the
definition of process determ nes what sources are

included within a process grouping, which in turn affects
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applicable requirenments and nust be clearly specified in
the final rule. 1In the proposed rule, we introduced the
termfamly of materials to describe materials that vary
only slightly in nol ecular structure, functional groups
or other characteristics and are produced using
procedures that result in essentially identical HAP
em ssion streans fromessentially identical em ssion
sources. Qur intent in requiring the grouping of these
materials is to keep operators fromartificially breaking
themup into separate “processes” to avoid control
requirenments. We consider this concept to be inportant
and have retained it in the final rule, with sone
modi fications. Further, fromour concept of “standard
batch,” we would say that each famly of materials has
the sanme “standard batch.”

The standard batch concept was devel oped to all ow
owners and operators to identify and characterize
enm ssion events associated with a process. Once the
em ssions from each process are characterized, the owner
or operator can nmerely count the nunber of batches
conduct ed per year for each process to determ ne
uncontrolled and controll ed HAP em ssions and conpli ance

requi renments. The standard batch concept provides a
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manageabl e way to docunent em ssions; processes with the
sanme identical standard batch shoul d be considered the
same process.

We agree with the commenters that our proposed
definition did not adequately convey the concept of
identical em ssion streans characteristics. W note that
as long as groupings are also based on identical HAP
enm ssion characteristics, a grouping based on
functionality is still conpatible with the concept of
having only one standard batch per process, which is a
cornerstone of our conpliance inplenentation strategy.
Therefore, we have incorporated the suggested option so
that the final definition requires identical em ssions
and either simlar conposition or functionality.

We reject the argunent that the database is flawed
because we did not require groupi ngs when we surveyed the
i ndustry. Although we did not require groupings, we
encouraged respondents to group materials and provided
gui dance “that products that involve different HAP or
di fferent process equi pnent in case of dedicated
processes shoul d not be grouped together.” This |anguage
is basically consistent with the famly of materials

concept, and we note that nmany processes in our database
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appear to be material groupings. Therefore, we did not
revise the MACT fl oor or proposed standards for batch
vents. We also have not incorporated the suggestion to
exenpt “individual products for which the manufacture
results in less than 500 | b/yr uncontroll ed HAP em ssi ons
for nondedi cated batch operations” because this | anguage
I's unnecessary and i nappropriate. Although the comenter
may not have provided i nformation on individual products
with |less than 500 | b/yr (e.g., the comenter could have
grouped fam lies and em ssions would be over 500 | b/yr
and required to be reported), we expect that sone
respondents applied the 500 | b/yr reporting test on
famlies of materials, based on the substantive nunber of
groupi ngs reported. Thus, there is no basis for
exenpting individual products for which the manufacture
results in HAP em ssions bel ow the suggested 500 | b/yr
threshold. Finally, because the final rule makes no
di stinction between “batch” and “conti nuous” processes,
but rather on batch and continuous em ssions, we do not
restrict the concept to batch “processes.”

One commenter objected to the grouping of processes
that are conducted in separate buildings and areas. Qur

proposed and final definition of process is not equi pnent



50

specific. [If the same product is manufactured in nore
t han one set of equipnment, em ssions fromall equi pment
must be consi dered when conparing to the 5 tpy mass
applicability limt. The final rule is witten this way
because many manufacturers use nondedi cated equi pnment to
conduct their processes, and there is the potential that
processi ng can be noved from one area to another easily
to avoid regulation. Therefore, we do not restrict the
famly of materials grouping according to | ocation.
Comrent: Many conmments addressed various concepts
in the definition of m scellaneous organi c chem cal
manuf acturi ng process. Several commenters considered the
definition to be too | engthy and confusing. Sone
suggested renmovi ng statenents that do not define the
process. O hers asked for clarification of various terns
used within the definition such as “nondedi cated,”
“nondedi cat ed sol vent recovery,” “equipnent,” and
“product.” Two commenters stated that “product or
i sol ated internedi ate” should be changed to
“m scel | aneous organic chem cal product.”
Several comenters objected to various requirenents
for nondedi cated fornul ati on operations. For exanple,

sonme commenters opposed the requirenment that all
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nondedi cated fornul ati on operations be considered a
single process. They noted that the ICR did not request
data for aggregated fornul ati on operations and, thus, the
MACT fl oor was based on separate formnul ati on processes.
Ot her commenters requested clarification of the term
“contiguous area” as it relates to fornulation
operations. Several commenters found the exclusion for
formul ati on operations that involve “m xing” to be
confusing. They also requested that all fornul ation
operations be exenpt, not just those that are
nondedi cated and i nvol ve m xi ng, because none of these
operations result in many em ssions. One commenter
expressed concern that estimating em ssions for
“hundreds” of small vents with mniml em ssions for all
t he various fornul ated products would be burdensone, and
control would be very costly. One comenter asked for an
expl anati on of why nondedi cated fornmul ati on operati ons
(and nondedi cated sol vent recovery operations) are
treated differently than other nondedi cated operati ons.

Several comenters stated that cleaning operations
shoul d be part of the process only if they are routine
and predictabl e because these are the only cleaning

operations for which em ssions can be estinmted and
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included in a standard batch. O her commenters added
t hat cl eaning should not be part of the process if it
i nvol ves opening of process vessels because there are no
practical control nethods for such events.

Response: Except for nondedi cated sol vent recovery
and formul ati on operations, m scellaneous organic
chem cal manufacturing processes are product based,
meani ng that all equi pnment used to manufacture a product
is to be included in determ ning process vent control.
We think this product-based approach is necessary because
owners and operators may have the flexibility to
manuf acture the sanme product in nore than one distinct
area in a way that would avoid control under an
equi pnent - based standard. However, in the case of
sol vent recovery operations such as distillation
operations, defining a process by product would nean that
each separately recovered product would be a separate
process, which would result in fewer “processes”
triggering the control requirenent for the sane
equi pnment. The sane is true for nondedi cated fornulation
operations, where various finished materials could be
formul ated for shipnent or as final product. Considering

these two types of nondedi cated operations as single
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processes also likely reflects the way in which these
operations are managed and permtted. Further, we think
respondents reported their data following this
convention. Often, these operations will vary only in
the type of HAP used. |If the same HAP solvent is used
for a variety of products, the em ssion stream
characteristics per batch will essentially be the sane.
Therefore, considering a number of these operations as a
single process actually sinplifies recordkeepi ng. Note,
however, that the final rule contains two key exenptions
for batch process vents that may exenpt many of the
en ssion sources contributing to “mnimal” em ssions that
the commenter is describing (i.e., 50 ppmv or 200 Ib/yr).

Al t hough our proposed definition excluded “m xing,”
we nmeant to exclude “m xing of coatings,” since this
operation is to be covered by 40 CFR part 63, subpart
HHHHH. \When a product is blended or m xed with other
materials in equipnent that is dedicated to the
manuf acture of a single product, the mxing is included
as part of the m scell aneous organic cheni cal
manuf act uri ng process.

We wanted to |limt nondedi cated sol vent and

formul ati on processes to related operations within the
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same area, which is the reason for the | anguage regarding
“conti guous operations.” However, we agree with one of
t he commenters that the term conti guous al so conveys
ot her meani ngs and, therefore, have revised the
definition to refer to “each nondedi cated sol vent
recovery (or formulation) operation.” The intent is to
l[imt the process to operations |located within a distinct
operating area.

We agree that nonroutine cleaning operations
i nvol vi ng vessel openings should not be considered as
part of a process because they are difficult to
characterize within a standard batch. These em ssions
woul d be attributed to startup and shutdown events, which
are addressed separately in the final rule. 1In sone
i nstances, however, cleaning that is conducted within
encl osed equi pnent between bat ches or between canpai gns
shoul d be considered part of a process; these operations
of ten consi st of conducting solvent rinses through the
equi pnent. Em ssions fromthese operations are simlar
to em ssions during processing and the final rule’s
em ssion estimation procedures are suitable for these
events. Therefore, they can be included in a standard

batch for a given product and can be practically
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i npl ement ed.

Comment: Some commenters are confused about how a
process ends with the production of an “isol ated
i ntermedi ate” or product. One commenter stated that a
process should end with the production of an isol ated
i ntermedi ate. Subsequent manufacturing operations using
the internmedi ate should be considered part of a different
process, and em ssions fromthe operation should be
managed separately fromthe em ssions for the isol ated
i ntermedi ate process. A second conmmenter objected to the
| anguage in the proposal preanble that qualified the
meani ng of “stored” to be long-term storage, or that the
mat eri al nust be shipped offsite. The comenters stated
that the term“storage” without qualification as to the
| ength of storage or the purpose of storage is
sufficient. A third commenter was concerned that the
first sentence stated that an isolated intermediate is a
“product,” but the second sentence stated that nmany
“isolated intermedi ates” many be produced in the
manuf acture of a product; and that to be an isol ated
internediate, a material nust be stored, but the
definition of storage tanks specifically excludes tanks

storing isolated internmedi ates. The commenter stated
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that the definition needs to define the end of an MCPU
where that MCPU produces a material that is not itself a
comrerci al product. Two commenters wanted clarification
that the termisolated internediate refers to an organic
mat eri al and suggested changing the termto “isol ated
organic internediate”; and four comenters suggested that
the termbe limted to batch processes.

Response: The concept of isolated intermediate is
to identify a repeatabl e sequence of processing events
that yield a material that is stable and subsequently
stored before it undergoes further processing. The
concept was introduced because many chem cal processors
have the capability to conduct internmedi ate processing
steps in non-sequential order or even to conduct sone
processing steps offsite. Requiring an operator to
consider all processing steps or canpaigns that result in
a final product may not yield a repeatable standard batch
because of the possibility that not all steps would be
conducted every tinme, or that some processi ng would
depend on the availability of equi pnent and not be
sequential; therefore, we limt the definition of process
to the manufacture of an isolated internmediate. The

concept that an isolated internediate nust be stored is
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inmportant in that, if there is no “break” in the
processi ng operations, there is no end of a process. W
have, in the final rule, revised the definition of
storage tank and process tank. Storage effectively
occurs when material is stored and not processed over the
course of a batch process. Therefore, we have elim nated
t he inconsi stency regarding storage so that a storage
tank can mark the end of a process if it is truly a
storage tank and not a process tank, surge control
vessel, or bottons receiver. To |limt confusion between
listing the various vessel types that could be construed
as process tanks, we elim nated the descriptive terns
drums, totes, day tanks, and storage tanks.

We have not revised the definition to include the
term“organic.” Qur proposed and final definition
clearly indicates that the material nust be described by
40 CFR 63.2435(b). We have not limted the termto batch
processes because the revised definitions of storage
tank, surge control vessel, and bottons receiver, make
this distinction unnecessary. Additionally, we avoided
basi ng any requirenents on the differences between batch
and conti nuous “processes” because processes can often

contain both batch and continuous operations. Finally,



58
we agree that the termisolated internediate also is
necessary to clarify that a material that is not itself a
comrerci al product can be considered a product of a
process.

B. How did we change the conpliance dates?

Comment: Several conmmenters stated that area
sources that beconme major sources should have 3 years to
conply. The comenters indicated that the proposed
requirement to conply within 1 year deviates from 40 CFR
63.6(c)(5) of the General Provisions and requirenments in
ot her rules, and the proposal preanble provides no
justification for the shorter time period. One commenter
al so noted that there is no difference in the |evel of
effort needed to conply relative to that for a major
sour ce.

Response: We agree to reference the General
Provisions directly for conpliance requirenents for an
area source that becones a major source. W consider the
3-year period that the General Provisions allows for
areas sources to cone into conpliance after becom ng
maj or sources to be adequate tinme. The proposed rul e was
publ i shed on April 4, 2002 and the anticipated conpliance

date is August 2006. Area sources becom ng nmj or sources
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after the effective date will have 4-plus years to becone
fam liar with the applicability of 40 CFR part 63,
subpart FFFF. An area source that becones a nmjor source
bet ween the effective date and the conpliance date al so
has 3 years to conme into conpliance, except if it adds a
new affected source (e.g., a dedicated MCPU with the
potential to emt 10 tpy of any one HAP or 25 tpy of
conbi ned HAP).

Comment: One commenter operates an offsite
treatment facility that could receive wastewater from
af fected sources under 40 CFR part 63, subpart FFFF
This commenter expressed concern with the requirenment
t hat existing sources be in conpliance 3 years after the
effective date of the final rule because they m ght not
even receive affected wastewater until sonetinme after the
conpliance date. Therefore, the commenter suggested
addi ng a new 863. 2445(f) to read as follows: “If you
have an offsite treatment operation that receives
af fected wastewater or residue prior to the effective
date of this subpart, then you must conply with the
requirenments for offsite treatnment operations in this
subpart no later than the date 3 years after the

effective date of the subpart. |If you have an offsite
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treatment operation that receives affected wastewater or
residue after the effective date of this subpart, then
you must conply with the requirenments for offsite
treatment operations in this subpart prior to receipt of
an affected wastewater or residue.”

Response: The proposed rule specified that affected
wastewater (i.e., “Goup 1" wastewater in the final rule)
that is sent offsite for treatnment woul d be subject to
863. 132(g) of the HON. Those provisions require the
offsite facility to conply with 8863. 133 t hrough 63. 147
for any Group 1 wastewater that they receive. The
comrenter was concerned that an offsite treatnent
facility would be considered to be an existing source and
m ght be unable to denonstrate initial conpliance (i.e.,

i npl enent the design and operational requirements for
wast e managenment units and determ ne the performance of
control devices and treatnent processes) by the
conpliance date if the facility is not now receiving
Group 1 wastewater and the operators are unaware whet her
the facility may receive such wastewater at sone point in
the future.

We did not add the suggested | anguage because the

proposed | anguage is clear and already satisfies the
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commenter’s concerns. Although an offsite treatnment
facility will be required to nmeet the wastewater
st andards and associ ated conpliance provisions if it
accepts wastewater froman affected source, the offsite
treatment facility is not an affected source. Therefore,
the conpliance date specified in 863.2445 does not apply
to an offsite treatnment facility. The burden is also on
the affected source operators to informthe offsite
treatment facility of their intent, determne if the
offsite facility is willing to handle the wastewater, and
allow the offsite treatnent facility tinme to achieve
initial conpliance before the first shipnent.

C. How did we devel op the standards?

Comrent: One commenter stated that EPA unlawfully
failed to set standards for all HAP emtted by the source
category. According to the comenter, exanples of HAP
for which standards were not set include inorganic HAP
such as HCl, HF, Cl», potassium conpounds; and organic
HAP such as mal ei c and phthalic anhydrides. As support,

the commenter referenced National Linme Association v.

EPA, 233 F.3d 625 (D.C. Cir. 2000). Conversely, other
commenters noted that the rule as proposed regul ates both

i norgani ¢ and organi ¢ HAP, but they suggested it should
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regul ate inorganic HAP only when generated by the
conbusti on of hal ogenated organic HAP. Sone of these
commenters stated that focusing on just organic HAP would
be consistent with EPA’s CAA section 114 data collection,
t he correspondi ng MACT fl oor analysis, and the approach
used in other MACT standards. Two conmenters noted that
EPA recogni zed the inherent differences in the
physi cal / chem cal nature of inorganic HAP and the
different technol ogies required for their control and
specifically excluded i norganic HAP fromthe MACT fl oor
analysis. The two commenters also stated that other
st andards, such as the HCl Production MACT, already
adequat el y address inorgani c HAP reduction requirenments.
Shoul d EPA decide to regul ate inorganic HAP, two
comenters indicated that we should conduct additional
MACT fl oor anal yses and then propose separate standards
for organic and inorgani c HAP.

Response: At proposal, our intent was that al
types of gaseous HAP woul d be subject to the batch and
continuous process vent standards. Simlarly, the
proposed storage tank standards would apply to al
gaseous HAP, provided the maxi numtrue vapor pressure for

the total HAP in the storage tank exceeded the specified
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t hreshold. However, standards for the remaining em ssion
source types are based on the conpounds regul ated by the
HON, which covered organic HAP only. Standards for
transfer operations and equi pnment | eaks would al so apply
to any individual organic HAP or conbi nati on of organic
HAP t hat nmeet a partial pressure threshold. Wastewater
standards would apply only to those organic HAP that have
the potential to volatilize fromwater based on nodeli ng
anal yses conducted during devel opment of the HON.

In response to the comments, we decided to develop a
MACT fl oor and standards for hydrogen halide and hal ogen
HAP (i.e., HC, HF, and Cl o) em ssions from process vents
that are separate fromthe analysis for organic HAP
en ssions. Based on data obtained in responses to the
original ICR, this MACT floor was determ ned to be 99
percent control of hydrogen halide and hal ogen HAP from
the sumof all vents in processes with uncontroll ed
hydrogen hali de and hal ogen em ssions equal to or greater
than 1,000 Ib/yr. We did not receive any information
regardi ng source reduction techniques for hydrogen halide
and hal ogen HAP. GCenerally, we would expect that these
conpounds are emtted as products of reaction, and there

may be | ess opportunity for source reduction fromthese
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types of process vent em ssions when conpared to organic
HAP. However, we structured the MACT floor to consider
measures of reducing HAP em ssions ot her than add-on
control by basing the MACT floor on a percent reduction
above sone uncontrolled em ssion value. By default,
i npl ementing source reduction nmeasures reduces
“uncontrolled em ssions.” The performance |evel of 99
percent is the highest control |evel achievable across
t he source category and is achieved by about 50 percent
of the processes. The primary control devices used in
t he industry are packed-bed scrubbers. Control
efficiencies for hydrogen halides (acid gases) and
hal ogens depend on the solubility of the HAP in the
scrubbing liquid, which in turn will vary with the
processes that emt them Control device vendors
estimate that renoval efficiencies for inorganic gases
range from 95 to 99 percent (EPA-CICA Fact Sheet: Packed-
Bed/ Packed- Tower Scrubber). Therefore, although the
reported control efficiencies for sonme processes were in
excess of 99 percent, levels greater than 99 percent may
not be uniformy achi evable under all operating
conditions. The best perform ng of these sources are

those with the | owest uncontroll ed em ssions fromthe sum
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of all vents within the process. Therefore, we ranked
all processes controlling hydrogen halide and hal ogen
em ssions to at |east 99 percent by their uncontrolled
em ssions, fromlowest to highest. For the best-
perform ng 12 percent of processes, the nedi an
uncontrolled em ssions rate is 1,000 |b/yr.

In setting the MACT floor for existing sources, we
consi dered whet her sources may be using em ssion
reduction techni ques other than technol ogical controls
for hydrogen halide and hal ogen HAP to determ ne whet her
such techni ques m ght provide the basis for a floor.
However, we did not receive any information regarding
em ssion reduction techniques for these HAP in response
to our ICR request that sources provide such information.
Accordingly, we do not have information indicating that a
sufficient percentage of sources are using em ssion
reduction techni ques for hydrogen halide and hal ogen HAP
to enable us to set a MACT fl oor based on such
techni ques. Generally, we expect that because these HAP
are emtted as products of reaction, there may be fewer
opportunities to reduce process vent em ssions of these
HAP t han there are opportunities to reduce em ssions of

organic HAP. (Organic HAP are frequently present in
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sol vents, and sol vent use can often be reduced; by
contrast, reducing em ssions of reaction products is nore
difficult because fundanental process changes are
typically necessary.) Again, however, we do not have any
i nformation about the use of em ssion reduction
techni ques with which to support a fl oor deterni nation.

Nevert hel ess, sources may use the pollution
prevention option set out in 40 CFR part 63, subpart
FFFF, to neet the 1,000 Ib/yr cutoff for process vent
em ssions of hydrogen halide and hal ogen HAP and t hereby
conply with the rel evant standards.

For new sources, the MACT floor is the same as for
exi sting sources because reported control efficiencies in
excess of 99 percent are not reliable. The final
standards for hydrogen halide and hal ogen HAP em ssi ons
from process vents are al so based on the MACT fl oor
because the total inpacts of a regulatory alternative
were determ ned to be unreasonabl e.

Based on coments received, we decided to review our
avai |l abl e data and develop a MACT floor for HAP netals in
the formof PM which acts as a surrogate for them CQur
dat abase shows six facilities emt PM HAP (specifically

various netal conpounds). One of the six facilities is
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controlling em ssions fromthree processes with three
different control devices, and the |owest contro
efficiency is 97 percent. Since there are only six
sources, the MACT fl oor for existing sources is based on
t he average performance of the top five sources. Since
only one of the top five sources is inplenenting control,
we determ ned the MACT floor is no em ssions reduction.
The final standard is based on the MACT fl oor because the
total inpacts of a regulatory alternative were determ ned
to be unreasonabl e.

In setting the MACT fl oor, we considered whet her
sone facilities may inplement em ssion reduction measures
to reduce PM HAP em ssions, instead of using control
technol ogies. W requested information on em ssion
reduction neasures in our section 114 information
request. OF the approximtely 40 different process
changes reported, however, only one facility reported a
process change that could be directly associated with PM
em ssions, which was described as “renoving a hopper and
vent.” Further, we do not know whether this em ssion
reducti on nmeasure was effective in reduci ng PM HAP
em ssions. Therefore, because we |ack information

indicating that a sufficient nunmber of process vents
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enpl oy such neasures to reduce em ssions of PM HAP to set
a floor, we were unable to set a MACT fl oor based on
em ssion reduction nmeasures.

The new source MACT floor for PM HAP em ssions is
based on the control achieved by the best-performng
source. As noted above, the best-perfornm ng source is
routing em ssion streanms fromthree processes to three
different control devices: a baghouse (fabric filter), a
spray chanber and a rotoclone. The baghouse (fabric
filter) achieves 97 percent control and this level is
considered the em ssion control level that is achieved in
practice by the best-controlled simlar source, even
t hough the other control devices report higher control
efficiencies. Particulate control efficiencies are
i nfluenced by factors such as filtration vel ocity,
particle | oading, and particle characteristics, which in
turn vary depending on the processes that emt them
Variations in stream characteristics make it difficult to
conclude that the higher reported control efficiencies
for the other control devices could be achieved in
practice by all process vents that emt PM HAP. Based on
ranki ng of the sources achieving 97 percent according to

each source’s | owest uncontrolled PM HAP eni ssion | evel
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t he best-perform ng source is the | owest uncontroll ed PM
HAP eni ssion | evel for any of the controlled processes
(i.e., 400 Ib/yr). Thus, the new source MACT floor for
PM HAP em ssions from process vents is 97 percent control
for each process with uncontroll ed PM HAP em ssi ons
greater than or equal to 400 | b/yr.

Coment: One commenter stated that we unlawfully
exenpted em ssion points fromregulation by establishing
applicability cutoffs for both new and existing sources.
The comrenter stated that the rule nust apply to all
sources as required under the CAA, and, thus, cutoffs are
illegal; and for wastewater, transfer operations, and
equi pnrent | eaks, EPA illegally borrowed cutoffs and MACT
floors fromother standards. The comenter stated that
standards nust reflect the actual performance of the
best-perform ng sources in the m scell aneous organic
chem cal manufacturing category. The comenter objected
to 98 percent control levels for the process vent floors
because reported control efficiencies for many process
vents exceeded 98 percent. Finally, the commenter
objected to the use of a work practice standard for
equi pnmrent | eak controls. Conversely, several other

comment ers suggested that the rule should specify
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addi tional threshol ds bel ow which a source would be
considered to have “insignificant HAP em ssions” and be
exenpt from control.

Response: We disagree that every em ssion point at
a mpj or source nmust be required to reduce em ssions.
First, section 112(a) of the CAA defines “stationary
source” (through reference to section 111(a)) as: *“.
any building, structure, facility, or installation which
emts or may emt any air pollutant . . ..” (42 U S.C
887412(a)(3) and 7411(a)(3)). The Ceneral Provisions for
the MACT program define the term “affected source” as
“the collection of equipnent, activities, or both within
a single contiguous area and under common control that is
included in a section 112(c) source category or
subcategory for which a section 112(d) standard or other
rel evant standard is established pursuant to section
112." (40 CFR 63.2). Nothing in the definition of
"stationary source" or in the regulatory definition of
"affected source" states or inplies that each em ssion
poi nt or volunme of em ssions nust be subjected to control
requi renments in standards pronul gated under section 112.

Further, even under the commenter’s interpretation

of “stationary source,” the Agency would still have
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di scretion in regulating individual em ssion sources.
Section 112(d)(1) allows the Adm nistrator to
“di stinguish anong cl asses, types, and sizes of sources
within a category or subcategory in establishing such
standards . . ..” W interpret this provision for the
m scel | aneous organi c chem cal manufacturing NESHAP, as
we have for previous rules, as allow ng em ssion
limtations to be established for subcategories of
sources based on size or volume of materials processed at
the affected source. Under the discretion allowed by the
CAA for the Agency to consider “sizes” of sources, we
made the determ nation that certain small-capacity and
| ow-use operations (e.g., “smaller” storage tanks) can be
anal yzed separately for purposes of identifying the MACT
fl oor and determ ni ng whet her beyond-the-fl oor
requi renents are reasonable. In addition, our MACT fl oor
determ nati ons for certain categories (e.g., process
vents), which are set according to section 112(d)(3) of
the CAA, reflect the performance | evels and “cutoffs” of
t he best-perform ng sources for which we had information.

I n general, our MACT floor determ nations have
focused on the best-perform ng sources in each source

category, and they consider add-on control technol ogies
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as well as other practices that reduce em ssions. As
part of our information collection effort, we requested
i nformation on em ssion source reduction neasures. W
generally did not receive information indicating that,
for the em ssion points covered by 40 CFR part 63,
subpart FFFF, sources are currently reduci ng eni ssions by
means ot her than control technologies in sufficient
nunbers to support a MACT fl oor based on source reduction
measur es. Accordingly, our standards include a
performance | evel that represents the | evel achieved by
t he best control technology, and a cutoff that represents
the | owest em ssion potential that is controlled by the
best 12 percent of sources. Because the m scell aneous
organi c chem cal manufacturing source category is broad
in ternms of the nunbers and types of processing
operations that are covered, one challenge was to devel op
a format by which all sources could be conpared to each
other to establish the best-perform ng sources. The
performance | evel generally is of the format that can be
applied to different types of control technol ogy and
processes and is generally consistent with existing
rules. Thus, different types of control technol ogy and

em ssion levels resulting fromexisting rules are
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captured in our MACT floor analysis. The cutoff allows
owners and operators that have reduced their en ssions
bel ow a certain | evel using one or nore nethods,
i ncludi ng process changes to reduce or elimnate
pol lution at the source, to conply w thout additional
control. Both performance |evels and cutoffs have been
set to account for variations in em ssion stream
characteristics so that the standards can be applied
consistently across the source category. W believe that
this approach is consistent with the | anguage of section
112(d)(3) that requires us to set the MACT fl oor based on
the best-perform ng 12 percent of existing sources.

Aside fromthe MACT fl oor determ nations, we also
provi ded a pollution prevention conpliance alternative to
all ow conpliance with the standards by denonstrating a
reduction in HAP usage per unit of product. This
alternative enables owners and operators to conply using
em ssion source reduction measures.

The above di scussion notw t hstandi ng, we decided to
conduct a MACT floor analysis for storage tanks with
capacities |less than 10,000 gal. W concluded that the
MACT fl oor for small tanks at existing sources is no

em ssions reduction because we have information from only



74
ei ght sources that is not sufficient for setting a floor,
and only one of the best-performng five sources is
i npl enenting controls. We did not specifically request
information for tanks with capacities of |ess than 10, 000
gal. Based on earlier EPA studies on the organic
conpound manufacturing industry (EPA-450/3-90-025), we
estimte the actual nunber of storage tanks with
capacities of |less than 10,000 gal in our source category
to be 30 percent of the total nunber of tanks, or
approxi mately 500 tanks. The eight facilities reported
information on 19 tanks, which is not enough information
to set the floor. W also based the standard for
exi sting storage tanks with capacities I ess than 10, 000
gal on the MACT fl oor, because a regulatory alternative
was determ ned to be unreasonabl e.

As for the new source MACT floor for storage tanks
with capacities |ess than 10,000 gal, the best-perform ng
source is controlling em ssions fromtw small tanks by
98 percent with thermal incineration. One tank has a
capacity of 9,800 gal and is storing material with a HAP
partial pressure of 0.373 psia. The other tank has a
capacity of 8,000 gal and is storing material with a HAP

partial pressure of 0.574 psia. W consider the first
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tank to be nore stringently controlled because parti al
pressure is the best indicator of em ssion potential and
controlling a |l ower partial pressure is an indication of
greater stringency. W conpared this tank’s
characteristics to the new source MACT floor for |arger
tanks, which was set at 95 percent control for tanks wth
capacities of greater than 10,000 gal and storing
materials with HAP partial pressures of 0.1 psia or
hi gher. From an analysis of the tanks in our database,
we concluded that the new source MACT fl oor for |arger
tanks is nore stringent than a floor based on 98 percent
reduction for tanks storing material with a HAP partia
pressure greater than or equal to 0.4 psia. Therefore,
we concluded the new source MACT fl oor as proposed to be
appropriate for all tanks.

Finally, we do not have any information indicating
t hat storage tanks with capacities |ess than 10,000 gal
are reducing em ssions through nmeasures other than
control technol ogies. Accordingly, we |acked sufficient
information to set a floor based on such neasures.

The MACT floors for organic HAP em ssions from batch
and conti nuous process vents are 98 percent control

because this | evel has been shown to be uniformy
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achi evabl e by wel | -desi gned and operated conbustion
devi ces. During devel opnent of the HON, the EPA
recogni zed that thermal incineration may achieve greater
than 98 percent reduction in sone cases, but test data
show that | evels greater than 98 percent may not be
uni formy achi evabl e under all operating conditions (59
FR 19420, April 22, 1994). Simlarities in processes and
resulting em ssion streans in this industry with that of
t he HON source category processes allow us to draw the
sane conclusions with regard to achi evabl e conbusti on
control efficiencies. A review of the batch process vent
dat abase i ndicates that nost processes with overal
control of 98 percent or greater are controlled using
thermal incinerators and flares (110 of 132 processes).
We found the performance | evel for the MACT floor to be
98 percent because as nmuch as 15 percent of the 731
processes in the database were controlled by thermal
incineration. Simlarly, a review of the continuous
process vent database indicates that nost processes with
overall control of 98 percent or greater are controlled
using thermal incinerators and flares (31 of 37
processes). W found the performance | evel for the MACT

floor to be 98 percent because as nuch as 15 percent of
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the 202 processes in the database were controlled by
thermal incineration. W did not use reported control
efficiencies for scrubbers used to control organic HAP
because we do not know the fate of pollutants captured in
t he scrubber effluent. |If sonme of these pollutants are
re-released to the air, then the reported control
efficiencies are not valid.

For equi pment | eaks, we considered various formats
for the standard and determ ned that a work practice
st andard based on an LDAR programis the nost feasible.
Unl i ke other em ssion sources, |eaking conponents are not
del i berate em ssion sources but rather result from
mechanical limtations associated with process piping and
machi nery. A well-mnaged facility follows a preventive
mai nt enance programto mnim ze | eaks, but in al
practicality cannot guarantee that no | eaks will occur.
Therefore, an em ssion standard for equi pnent | eaks woul d
not be feasible to enforce or prescribe. At the sane
time, our data indicate that the MACT floor for equi pnent
| eaks is an LDAR program We al so devel oped regul atory
alternatives on the use of nore effective LDAR prograns.
Finally, we note that enclosing conponents and venting to

control is allowed, but except in limted cases, we
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expect the cost to be prohibitive.

Regardi ng the other commenters’ suggestions, we note
t hat the standards for all types of em ssion points
contain cutoff values, consistent with our MACT floors,
bel ow whi ch sources are exenpt fromcontrol. W also
concluded that our information did not allow us to
develop a rel ationship between the various en ssion
source types such that we could identify “insignificant”
sources nerely by the sum of actual em ssions from
process vents.

Comment: One commenter stated that we failed to
properly eval uate beyond-the-floor options. According to
the comenter, in sone cases, we stated that the MACT
fl oor option was the nost stringent option wthout
identifying or evaluating other options (e.g., LDAR for
equi pnment | eaks was assuned to be the npbst stringent
option). In other cases, the comenter noted that the
beyond-the-fl oor option is sinply a |owering of the
cutoff, and as discussed above for the MACT floor, the
comenter stated that cutoffs should not be all owed.

Al so, where 98 percent control is the MACT floor, the
proposed rule did not address why a beyond-the-fl oor

option was not sel ected where data showed hi gher
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reducti ons are being achi eved.

Response: Qur beyond-the-fl oor options reflect the
nost stringent performance | evels that have been proven
and can be applied consistently across our source
category. It is true that in many cases, the beyond-the-
fl oor option was based on sinply lowering a cutoff,
simlar to the discussion above for new sources. This is
consistent with the intent of section 112(d)(3) because
better-perform ng sources have |ower cutoffs.

For exanmple, for batch process vents at existing
sources, we evaluated the feasibility of a regulatory
alternative that would require 98 percent control of
batch process vents in processes with uncontrolled
organi ¢ HAP em ssi ons between 5,000 and 10,000 I b/yr. W
concluded that the total inpacts of this alternative are
unreasonable in light of the HAP em ssion reductions
achi eved. The increnental HAP reduction achieved by this
above-the-floor alternative is 145 Myg/yr, and the
i ncremental cost is about $15,000/ My of HAP controll ed.
The increnental electricity consunption to operate
exhaust gas fans is 5.1 mllion kilowatt hours per year
(kwh/yr). The increnental steam consunption for steam

assist flares is 6 mllion Ib/yr. The incremental fuel
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energy consunption to operate incinerators and flares and
to generate electricity is 340 billion British thermal
units (Btu) per year. Total CO, NOy, and SOy» em ssions
from conmbusti on of the additional fuel is about 66 M/ yr.
There woul d be no wastewater or solid waste inpacts.

We evaluated the feasibility of a regulatory
alternative that would require 98 percent control of
organi ¢ HAP em ssions from conti nuous process vents that
have a TRE i ndex val ue between 1.9 and 5.0 at existing
sources. We concluded that the total inpacts of this
alternative are unreasonable in |light of the HAP em ssion
reducti ons achi eved. The increnental HAP reduction
achi eved by this above-the-floor alternative is about 400
Mg/ yr, and the increnental cost is about $29, 000/ My of
HAP controlled. The increnmental electricity consunption
to operate exhaust gas fans is 28 mllion kwh/yr. The
incremental steam consunption for steamassist flares is
83 mllion Ib/yr. The increnmental fuel energy
consunption to operate incinerators and flares, generate
steam and generate electricity is 2.4 trillion Btu per
year. Total CO, NOy, and SOy em ssions from conbustion
of the additional fuel is 400 My/yr. There would be no

wast ewater or solid waste inpacts.
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We evaluated the feasibility of a regulatory
alternative that would require 99 percent control of
hydr ogen hal i de and hal ogen em ssions from processes with
uncontrol |l ed hydrogen halide and hal ogen em ssions
bet ween 500 and 1,000 | b/yr at existing sources. W
concluded that the total inpacts of this alternative are
unreasonable in light of the em ssion reductions
achi eved. The incremental HAP reduction achieved by this
beyond-the-floor alternative is 1.0 My/yr, and the
increnental cost is about $90, 000/ My of HAP controll ed.
The increnmental electricity consunption to operate
exhaust gas fans is 31,000 kwh/yr, and the increnental
fuel energy consunption to generate the electricity is
300 mllion Btu per year. Total CO NOy, and SOy
em ssions fromthe conbustion of the additional fuel is
0.27 My/yr. The incremental wastewater generated from
scrubber controls is 400,000 gal/yr.

We evaluated the feasibility of a regulatory
alternative that would require 97 percent control of PM
HAP em ssions from process vents at existing sources if
t he uncontroll ed PM HAP em ssions exceeded 400 | b/yr.

The only facility that nmeets the threshold for control is

al ready controlled. Thus, we concluded that the total
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i npacts of this alternative are unreasonable in |ight of
the em ssion reductions achieved for a nodel facility
t hat was based on the characteristics of the controlled
facility. The increnental HAP reduction achieved by the
above-the-floor alternative for the nodel facility is 4.3
Mg/ yr, and the increnental cost is $68,000/ My of HAP
controlled. The increnmental electricity consunption to
oper ate exhaust gas fans is about 24,000 kwh/yr, and the
increnental fuel energy consunption to generate the
electricity is 230 mllion Btu per year. Total CO NO,
and SOy em ssions from conbustion of the additional fuel
is 0.2 My/yr. The quantity of solid waste generated
could be greater if the owner or operator elects to use a
dust collector that includes water sprays and di scharges
the collected dust in a slurry form

For wastewater, we considered a regulatory
alternative that would require HON-equival ent control of
wast ewat er streans at existing sources that contain
sol ubl e HAP at concentrati ons between 15, 000 ppnw and
30, 000 ppmw or that contain partially soluble or m xed
HAP at flowates between 0.5 and 1.0 |pm W concl uded
that the total inmpacts of this alternative are

unreasonable in light of the em ssion reductions
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achi eved. The increnental HAP reduction achieved by this
above-the-floor alternative is 160 Mg/yr, and the
i ncremental cost is about $8,500/ My of HAP controll ed.
The increnental electricity consunption to operate punps
is 45,000 kwh/yr. The increnmental steam consunption for
steam strippers is 8.0 mllion Ib/yr. The increnental
fuel energy consunption to generate electricity and steam
is 12 billion Btu per year. Total CO NOy, and SOy
em ssions fromthe conbustion of additional fuel to
generate the electricity and steamis 1 Mg/yr. There may
al so be solid waste inpacts if condensed steam and
pol lutants fromthe steam stri pper cannot be reused.
Smal | ampunts of wastewater in the form of bl owdown from
the cooling water system for the condenser may al so be
gener at ed.

For storage tanks at existing sources, we exam ned
two regul atory alternatives. First, for storage tanks
with capacities of at |east 10,000 gal, we considered an
alternative that would require an internal floating roof,
external floating roof, or at |east 95 percent reduction
if the partial pressure of HAP stored in the tank is
between 0.5 and 1.0 psia. W concluded that the total

i npacts of this alternative are unreasonable in |ight of
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t he em ssion reductions achieved. The incremental HAP
reducti on achi eved by this above-the-floor alternative is
30 My/yr, and the increnental cost is $19,000/ My of HAP
controlled. The increnmental electricity and fuel
consunption rates for storage tanks controlled wth
refrigerated condensers are 16,000 kwh/yr and 155 mllion
Btu per year, respectively. Total CO NOg, and SOy

em ssions from conmbustion of additional fuel is 0.13

Mg/ yr, and there would be no wastewater or solid waste

i npacts. There also would be no environnental inpacts or
energy inpacts for other storage tanks controlled with
floating roofs. The second regulatory alternative that
we considered would require 95 percent control for
storage tanks with capacities |ess than 10,000 gal. W
concluded that the total inpacts of this alternative are
unreasonable in light of the em ssion reductions
achieved. On an average tank basis, the increnental HAP
reducti on achi eved by this above-the-floor alternative is
|l ess than 0.5 My/yr, and the increnental cost would be on
t he order of $200, 000/ My of HAP controlled. The
increnmental electricity and fuel energy consunption rates
for storage tanks controlled with refrigerated condensers

are about 3,100 kwh/yr and 30.0 mllion Btu per year,
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respectively. Total CO NOy, and SOy em ssions from
conbustion of the additional fuel are about 0.025 My/yr.
There woul d be no wastewater or solid waste inpacts.

Regardi ng the specific situation described by the
commenter in which we did not propose a nore stringent
option than the equi prment | eaks LDAR program we are not
aware of any option that could be applied consistently
across the source category that would be effective. For
exanpl e, enclosing all conponents and venting to control
is allowed for process piping |ocated inside of buildings
or enclosures, but except in limted cases, we would
expect the costs of such an option to be prohibitive.
Furt hernmore, we have devel oped a revised MACT floor that
consi sts of an LDAR program consistent with the
requi renments specified in 40 CFR part 63, subpart TT. We
t hen evaluated a regulatory alternative based on the nore
conprehensi ve LDAR program specified in 40 CFR part 63,
subpart UU. We determned that this alternative is
reasonabl e for processes that have at |east one
continuous process vent, but the costs are unreasonabl e
for other processes. Because the regulatory alternative
is inplementation of a nore stringent LDAR program there

are essentially no energy inpacts or non-air quality
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heal th and environnental inpacts associated with the
regul atory alternative.

Finally, we did not evaluate a regul atory
alternative for transfer operations because the floor is
at the nost stringent known requirenents.

Comrent: Several comrenters reconmended referencing
t he Generic MACT at 40 CFR part 63, subparts SS, UU, and
WA in their entirety to specify all of the initial
conpliance, nmonitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting for
process vents, transfer operations, storage tanks,
cl osed-vent systens, and equi pnent |eaks. Commenters
al so recommended referencing 8863. 132 through 63. 149 (and
t heir associ ated recordkeeping and reporting requirenents
in 8863.151 and 63.152) of the HON for all of the
requi renments for process wastewater streans and |iquid
streans in open systens within MCPU, although one
comment er recomended referencing the closed-vent system
requi renents in subpart SS instead of the conparable
requirenments in the HON. According to the commenters,
the pieceneal referencing in the proposed rule was
confusing and it expanded sone requirenents relative to
the other subparts and m ssed sone requirenents in those

subparts, which resulted in inconsistencies. A
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particul ar concern was that the proposed approach
excl uded the use of fuel gas systens and routing em ssion
streans to a process.

Response: To sinplify and streanmline the final rule
and m nim ze the conpliance burden, we decided to provide
nore conplete references to the other rules with
exceptions and additions only where needed. For exanple,
we nmodified the hierarchy of conpliance applicability in
863.982(f) of the final rule; we overrode sone of the
initial conpliance procedures in 40 CFR part 63, subpart
SS, with the procedures in 40 CFR part 63, subpart GGG
for control devices used to control batch process vents;
we retained the vapor balancing alternative in subpart
GGG for storage tanks; we have specified different
thresholds for Goup 1 wastewater streans; we referenced
40 CFR part 63, subpart TT, rather than 40 CFR part 63,
subpart UU, for equipnent |eaks in processes with no
continuous process vents; we have specified periodic
verification procedures rather than continuous nonitoring
for control devices with inlet HAP |l oad |l ess than 1 tpy;
we have all owed averagi ng periods of operating bl ocks as
wel | as operating days for batch operations; we retained

t he recordkeepi ng concept as proposed based on operating
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scenari os; we retained the preconpliance report; and we
have specified recordkeeping and reporting requirenents
for “deviations.”

Coment: Two commenters requested that sources be
allowed to follow the Synthetic Organic Chem ca
Manuf acturing Industry (SOCM ) Consolidated Federal Air
Rul e (CAR) for continuous process vents, storage tanks,
equi pnment | eaks, and transfer operations so that a
facility with HON and m scel |l aneous organi c chem ca
manuf acturi ng processes can conmply with a consistent set
of requirenments. The commenters stated that the maxi mum
use of standardi zed progranms such as the CAR wi || provide
the maximum flexibility to a facility nomnally covered
by multiple MACT rule requirenents. One commenter stated
that the American Chem stry Council, EPA, and many ot her
st akehol ders devel oped the CAR as the | owest burden,
cl earest, and nost consistent set of requirenents
possi bl e for the chem cal industry using the HON nodel
and understood that the CAR rule would be a nodel for
future chem cal industry rules.

Response: The CAR was devel oped to provide a
consol i dated set of requirenments applicable to storage

vessel s, process vents, transfer racks, and equi pnent



89

| eaks within the SOCM. The CAR elim nates the
over |l appi ng requirenents of nunerous new source
performance standards (NSPS) and NESHAP for the SOCM

that affect the same processes and equi pnment. These sane
requi renments have al so been codified in the Generic MACT
at 40 CFR part 63, subparts SS, UU, and WN Therefore, a
facility with both HON and m scel | aneous organi c chem cal
manuf acturi ng processes can essentially comply with the
sanme set of requirenents (i.e., the HON processes would
use the CAR, and the m scell aneous organi ¢ chem cal

manuf acturi ng processes would follow the Generic MACT).
We think that the reference in 40 CFR part 63, subpart
FFFF, to the Generic MACT standards al ready provides the
opportunity to consolidate across a facility, and except
for equipnent | eaks, we do not see a benefit to cross-
referencing another identical set of standards. W
decided to specify in the final rule that you may el ect
to comply with equi pnent |eak requirenents in the CAR
because the CAR is equivalent to or nore stringent than
the requirenments in subpart FFFF

D. St andards for Process Vents

Comment :  Nunmerous comnmenters suggested that we

adopt the definition of “batch process vent” fromthe
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Pol ymer and Resins IV NESHAP. The commenters noted that
this definition includes an applicability cutoff |evel of
500 I b/yr. Some of the comenters justified using this
cutoff, or a simlar mass-based limt, for the
m scel | aneous organi ¢ chem cal manufacturing source
cat egory because 50 percent of batch process vents in the
dat abase emt |ess than 500 I b/yr and account for only
0.2 percent of total em ssions, it would be nore
enf orceable, and it would not be affected by dilution.
One comment er suggested addi ng exenptions for vents used
| ess than 300 hours per year (hr/yr) or emtting |less
than 1,000 | b/yr because batch processes often have
hundreds of m nor vents that are used only occasionally
or have m nimal em ssions, and it would be prohibitively
expensive to control these vents. O her comenters
supported the 50 ppnv m ni mum control threshold but
suggested that the concentration should be based on
annual average vent HAP concentrations and em ssions
averaged over nunmerous eni ssion episodes. They suggested
usi ng the existing annual average batch vent flowate and
annual average batch vent concentration equations found
in 863.1323 of subpart JJJ. Many commenters al so

request ed excl usions for opening of process equi pnent for
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mat eri al addition, inspection, and for health and safety
vents. The commenters indicated that the exclusion for
openi ng equi pment i s supported by the EPA database
because those facilities that reported fugitive em ssions
from batch operations did not control them Furthernore,
the commenters cited the precedent of the Ofsite Waste
and Recovery Operations MACT, which relieves operators of
the requirenment to vent em ssions through a cl osed-vent
system duri ng sanpling of tank contents and renoval of
sl udges.

Response: In general, we agree with the comments
relating to adding a mass cutoff conparable to the 50
ppmv concentration limt. The use of a mass cutoff may
be sinpler than cal culating the concentration in sone
situations, such as where em ssions are known, but not
the total volune of air in the systemor the duration of
an em ssion event (e.g., em ssions data devel oped from a
mass bal ance). Being allowed to exclude vents based on
em ssions in addition to concentration may sinplify the
applicability determ nation procedure in some cases.
However, we determ ned that a | ower cutoff than the 500
| b/yr is nore appropriate. O the approximately 1,500

process vents with concentrations |ess than 50 ppnmv, the
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average (nmean) mass em ssion rate is about 235 I b/yr. To
establish a mass cutoff in the final rule that
corresponds to the 50 ppnmv concentration, we rounded this
value to 200 Ib/yr. If nore than one em ssion epi sode
contributes to a process vent, or if process vents within
a process are piped or ducted together, the cutoff
applies to the conbined total.

The averagi ng period for determ ning the
concentration was not specified in the proposed process
vent definition; however, the proposed rule essentially
required em ssions to be calculated for each em ssions
epi sode. This nmeans the averaging tinme for a
concentration determnation is over a single em ssion
epi sode. The equations found in 863.1323 of subpart JJJ
woul d divide the total mass per batch by 8,760 hr/yr,
which is not our intent. Therefore, we did not revise
the definition to be consistent with the definition in
subpart JJJ, but we have clarified that the concentration
cutoff applies to em ssion episodes. The mass cutoff
di scussed above al so applies to em ssion episodes. Thus,
if a gas stream from any one epi sode neets the 50 ppnv
cutoff, the process vent is affected.

Streans with | ess than 50 ppmv were specifically
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exenpted fromthe vent definition to limt the
i ntroduction of dilution gases containing little to no
HAP into em ssion streans as a neans of diluting them and
exenpting themfromcontrol. Allow ng averagi ng between
streans of |less than 50 ppmv with other em ssion
epi sodes, as the commenters suggested, would effectively
al l ow such dilution. Therefore, we do not allow
averagi ng across episodes to yield an average
concentration for the purposes of determ ni ng whether a
streamis affected.

We have decided to exenpt sone em ssions rel eases
that result from safety and hygi ene practices because it
is unlikely that these vents would reach the 50 ppnv
concentration |level. The exenption also will relieve
owners and operators fromthe burden of denonstrating
that they neet the concentration |level. Specifically,
the definition of “batch process vent” excludes flexible
el ephant trunk systens that draw anmbient air (i.e,
systens that are not ducted, piped, or otherw se
connected to the unit operations) away from operators
t hat coul d be exposed to funmes when vessels are opened.

We al so note that although equi pnent openi ngs

wi t hout the presence of capture hoods and vents were not
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addressed specifically in the proposed rule, they would
be subject to the provisions for certain liquid streans
in open systens inside processes. Under these
provisions, if the equipnment neets the specified design
and operating characteristics (e.g., a tank with a
capacity greater than 10,000 gal), then routine opening
of the equi pmrent woul d not be allowed. Also, opening
events that are not routine and conducted as part of
mai nt enance activities can be addressed in the facility’s
SSMP. Finally, regarding the comenter’s request to
exenpt energency vents, the SSMP can be used to address
t hese events as well.

Comment: One commenter stated that MACT fl oors nust
be based on an average of existing regulatory limts, not
on actual em ssions data. According to the commenter,
usi ng actual em ssions data violates section 302(k) of
t he CAA.

Response: We disagree with this comrent. Nothing
in section 302(k) of the CAA prohibits the use of actual
enm ssion data in setting MACT floors. The MACT fl oor was
devel oped using all available information. The
eval uation included, but was not limted to, information

about existing regulatory limts. W also collected
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information from sources in the industry and States
during 1997 that was the source of actual em ssions data.
A CAA section 114 ICR was sent to 194 facilities in the
spring of 1997. The facilities which received the ICR
were identified from EPA s 1993 toxic rel ease inventory
dat abase whi ch included information on facilities in SIC
codes 282, 284, 286, 287, 289, or 386. Information on
conti nuous processes cane from em ssions and permt
dat abases fromthe follow ng States: Texas, Louisiana,
North Carolina, Illinois, Mssouri, California, and New
Jersey.

Comrent: One commenter stated that the nethodol ogy
utilized in determ ning the MACT fl oor for batch
processes fails to accurately reflect the processes of
t he adhesives and coatings industry because, to the best
of the comenter’s know edge, none of the 11 conpanies
that own all of the sources in the MACT fl oor analysis
makes adhesives. O her comenters noted that air-bearing
vents, which cannot safely go to a flare or incinerator,
shoul d be consi dered separately from non-air-bearing
vents because it is much harder to obtain high contro
efficiencies wthout using a conbustion device. One

comment er requested that spray dryer operations and post-
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spray dryer solids handling systems be excluded fromthe
MCPU because the comrenter is unaware of any facilities
currently controlling such em ssion streans, it would be
very costly to control such streans, and spray dryers are
not specifically discussed in the MACT fl oor
docunent ati on.

Response: In the devel opnment of our database, we
solicited informati on froma nunber of industries thought
to be representative of this source category. Processing
operations such as the synthesis of resins or polymers
that are used as bases for adhesives are expected to
result in em ssion sources with characteristics simlar
to other specialty chem cal processes in this source
category. Therefore, we expect the em ssion stream
characteristics of the adhesives industry to have sim |l ar
characteristics as those of other industries covered by
this source category and have, therefore, not devel oped a
separate category for this industry.

We disagree with the suggestion to consider air-
bearing vents separately fromother vents in the
devel opnent of the MACT floor. Roughly half of the
process vents in our batch process vents database have

concentrations of 50 ppnmv or |ess. These streans, which
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i ncl ude many air-bearing streans fromdryers and ot her
sources, were exenpt fromthe definition of process vent
in the proposed rul e because we recognize that it is not
technically or economcally feasible to require contro
of these streanms. For process vents containing greater
than 50 ppnmv HAP, the final rule also allows conpliance
by neeting an outlet concentration limt as an
alternative to a percent reduction standard. This
alternative is provided to assist owners and operators in
conplying with the standards for | ow concentration
streans.

Qur process vent database includes spray dryers at
two facilities. It also includes over 25 records for
“dryers” at other facilities, some of which may pertain
to spray dryers. As noted above, our database al so
i ncludes air-bearing vents, which have characteristics
likely to be resenble those of em ssion streanms from
spray dryers. Therefore, we determ ned that these
em ssion sources are represented in our database, and
that the MACT fl oor properly sets the |evel of control
for these vent streans.

Comment: Various conmenters indicated the MACT

floor for continuous process vents should be recal cul ated
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because of the follow ng perceived problens with the
dat abase and anal ysis: a process vent at the BP
Chem cal s, Whod River plant (fornmerly Anpco Petrol eum
Addi tives), should be renmoved fromthe database because
no such vent ever existed; the database includes errors
such as em ssion points that are not continuous process
vents; the analysis was conducted on a facility basis
rather than a vent basis; flowate assunptions are too
hi gh; the sanple population is too small; and the
dat abase i s skewed by a di sproportionate nunber of
sources in ozone nonattai nment areas.

Response: To develop the MACT fl oor for continuous
process vents, we relied on available information from
State permtting databases. To the best of our
knowl edge, these data reflect the sources that will be
subj ect to requirenents for continuous process vents.

Al t hough many of these facilities are in ozone

nonattai nnent areas, the commenters have provided no
evidence that this is not representative of sources that
will be subject to the final standards. W disagree with
the commenter’s assertion that the analysis should be
conducted on a vent basis rather than a facility basis.

Qur anal ysis was designed to identify what |evel of
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em ssions would not be controlled by facilities that
woul d be considered the best-controlled sources in the
i ndustry. That | evel of em ssions, characterized by the
vent with the highest TRE i ndex val ue bel ow which al
ot her vents were controlled, became the TRE cutoff val ue
for the facility. W consider the analysis valid and in
keeping with the statutory MACT requirenents of CAA
section 112(d)(3). Regarding our assunption of flowate
in cases where no flowate data were avail able, we note
t hat our assunmed flowate is the average of the avail able
flowmwates. |In response to the objection that the sanple
popul ati on was too small, we note that it is derived from
many of the major chem cal producing States, and we
estimate that it represents about half of the affected
sources with continuous process vents. However, we agree
that the vent at the BP facility should be excl uded
because it never existed. Wthout this vent, the TRE
threshold for control of continuous process vents is now
1.9 rather than 2.6.

Comrent: Several comrenters requested that contro
devices installed prior to April 4, 2002, be
grandfathered fromthe 98 percent reduction requirenent

if they achieve 90 or 95 percent control of organic HAP.
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The commenters noted that many conpanies may be faced
wi t h abandoni ng existing control devices and installing
new devices to get only an increnental reduction in HAP
em ssions, and they noted that other MACT rules (e.g.,
pharmaceutical s and pesticide active ingredients) allow
the continued use of existing controls that have a | ower
efficiency than the standard. One comenter also
i ndi cated that regenerative thermal oxidizers (RTO have
difficulty in achieving 98 percent control.

Response: Since the final rule provides |ess
stringent control requirements for control devices that
can recover materials for reuse, we assune that the bul k
of the concern related to control devices is for
incinerators that will not meet 98 percent. Devices such
as RTO are typically installed to control high air flow,
| ow concentration streans. Therefore, while this type of
device may not neet the 98 percent control requirenent,
the final rule also allows sources to denonstrate
conpliance with an outlet concentration l[imt, which my
be achi evabl e by an RTO when the uncontroll ed HAP
concentration in the vent streamis |low. W note also
that the batch vent requirenments contain options for

nmonitoring paranmeters in |lieu of correcting outlet
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concentration for 3 percent oxygen (Oy). Finally, the
final rule includes a provision that may enabl e sone
sources to group nondedi cated processing equi pnent
toget her and conply only with the requirenents in the
rule that apply to the primary product nade in the
equi prment .

E. St or age Tank St andards

Comment: Several commenters indicated that the
proposed definition of “storage tank” is inconsistent
with the ICR, MACT floor cal culations for both storage
tanks and process vents, EPA applicability determ nation
docunments, and other MACT rules; likely to lead to
conpliance confusion; and likely to force repl acenent of
many exi sting floating roof tank controls at huge costs
for negligible benefits. Many of the comenters
recommended revising the storage tank definition to match
t he actual assignnment of tanks in the storage tanks
dat abase and recal cul ating the MACT fl oor.

Response: The definition of “storage tank” in the
proposed rul e was based on the treatment of process tanks
and storage tanks in the pharmaceuticals industry, a
predom nantly batch industry. The basis for only

considering raw material feedstock tanks as true storage
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tanks was that the product tanks were seldom of the size
at which the storage tank capacity cutoffs were set in
many rul es, and that a predom nant nunber of tanks were
used within processes as feed tanks from one unit
operation to another. As such, em ssion events from
t hese tanks usually would be cal cul at ed based on
di spl acenent resulting fromfilling the tank, usually on
a per batch basis, and included in the operating scenario
for an entire process. Em ssions, therefore, were tied
to the nunber of batches produced, as the material was
transferred into and out of these tanks during each
batch. We consider these tanks to be true process tanks
and expect that the batch processors in the m scell aneous
organi ¢ chem cal manufacturing industry would agree with
this treatnment.

We recogni ze, however, that this industry contains
significant nunbers of continuous processors. W also
recogni ze that this industry is nore varied than the
phar maceuticals industry and that there are nore tanks
that are of a size and function that would be treated as
storage tanks in other rules. For exanple, product
rundown tanks and product storage tanks are not based on

t he nunber of batches, and material remains in the tank
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or is “stored” on a fairly continuous basis. The tanks
are not filled and enptied during batch operations.
These tanks are storage tanks and are recogni zed as such
in the final rule.

We agree that the responses to the section 114 ICR
woul d be based on the HON and NSPS definitions, and we
have revised the storage tank definition to be consi stent
with the HON and NSPS. Although defined separately, the
HON treats surge control vessels and bottons receivers,
types of tanks found in predom nantly conti nuous
processes that function in receiving material between
continuous operations, exactly |like storage tanks. We
kept these terns and requirenents in the final rule, but
revised the definition of surge control vessel to be
consistent with the definition of continuous process vent
(i.e., surge control vessels nust precede continuous
reactors or distillation operations). W also added a
definition for “process tank” to clarify which tanks we
woul d consi der as part of the batch process vent
standards. The changes do not affect MACT floors; they
only change applicability under the storage tank
st andards or under the batch process vent standards.

F. St andards for \WAst ewat er Systens
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Comrent: Nunerous commenters urged elimnation of
the requirenment to enclose sewers and tankage for
conveyance to treatnent of wastewater streans with
primarily soluble HAP. The comenters stated that
sol ubl e HAP do not volatilize significantly from
wast ewat er streans upstream of biological treatnment, but
t he cost to suppress em ssions would be significant.

Sone commenters suggested exenpting from control those
wast ewat er streans that contain sol uble HAP unl ess at

| east 5 percent of the total soluble HAP is emtted from
the waste managenent units. Commenters were particularly
concerned about this issue for the final rule because
much nore nmethanol is present in m scell aneous organic
chem cal manufacturing processes than in processes
subject to the HON, particularly because 40 CFR part 63,
subpart FFFF, applies to HAP that are used as sol vents.
Anot her comenter clained the avail able data do not
support a floor of HON-equival ent control for streans
with HAP concentrations | ess than 10,000 ppnmw.

Response: W considered the request for separate
treatment of wastewater containing soluble HAP. W began
by reviewing the m scell aneous organic chem cal

manuf act uri ng wast ewat er database, and we determ ned t hat
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wast ewat er contai ni ng sol ubl e HAP conpounds are generally
managed separately from wastewater containing partially
sol ubl e HAP conpounds in this industry. This separate
treatment by the industry justifies the eval uation of
separate floors in accordance with the commenter’s
requests. For the 60 facilities in the m scell aneous
organi ¢ chem cal manufacturing wastewater database, there
are a total of 364 records (streams), excluding streans
with HAP that are not |listed on Table 9 to subpart G of
40 CFR part 63 (the HON), HAP concentrations |ess than
1, 000 ppmw, and HAP concentrations greater than or equa
to 1,000,000 ppmwv. O this total, 192 of the streans
contain partially soluble or a m xture of partially
sol ubl e and sol uble HAP, and 172 of the streans contain
only soluble HAP. Only 26 streams contain a m xture of
sol ubl e and partially sol uble HAP

When we reeval uated the floors separately, we found
that for the partially soluble and m xed streans, data
show t hat consi derably nore than 12 percent of the
streans that nmeet either of the HON cutoff criteria also
recei ved treatnent consistent with HON treat ment
requirenents (i.e., the best-perform ng m scell aneous

organi ¢ chem cal manufacturing sources are those that
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i npl ement HON- equi val ent procedures). O the 53 streans
with flowates greater than 1 | pm and concentrati ons of
partially soluble or m xed streans | ess than 10, 000 ppnw,
ni ne are managed and treated according to HON | evel s.
Therefore, we revised the flow cutoff in the MACT fl oor
from1l0 Ipmto 1 Ipmfor streans with concentrations
greater than or equal to 1,000 ppmw and | ess than 10, 000
ppmw; the other cutoffs of greater than or equal to
10, 000 ppmw at any flowate for partially soluble and
m xed streans are unchanged. Another 42 streans had
flow ates between 0.1 and 1.0, but only one was
controlled. Therefore, we concluded that a sufficient
nunber of streans below the cutoffs were not controlled
to support a no em ssions reduction floor determn nation.

We also identified a MACT floor for the 172
wast ewater streans at 33 facilities that contain only
sol ubl e HAP. We ranked the 33 facilities based on the
| owest concentration and flowate of a wastewater stream
t hat was nmanaged and treated according to the HON
requi renents. The top five facilities were found to
manage and treat all their sol uble HAP contai ning
wast ewat er consistent with the requirenents in the HON.

The nmedi an of the | owest concentrations in wastewater
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streans at these five facilities was found to be
30, 000 ppmw. The | owest soluble HAP | oad for any stream
at the five MACT facilities was 1,663 | b/yr (which we
rounded to 1 tpy). Therefore, we determ ned that the
MACT fl oor consists of the managenent and treatnent
requirenents in the HON for wastewater streans containing
at | east 30,000 ppmw of soluble HAP and at |east 1 tpy of
sol ubl e HAP. Wastewater streams with sol uble HAP above
t hese concentration and | oad cutoffs are considered G oup
1 wastewater streams in the final rule. W also
eval uated a beyond-the-fl oor alternative based on
controlling streams with m xed HAP at flow ates greater
than 0.5 | pm and streans that contain sol uble HAP at
concentrations greater than 15,000 ppmv. The total
i npacts of this alternative were determ ned to be
unreasonable. Therefore, we set the standard for
exi sting sources at the MACT fl oor.

For new sources, we determ ned the MACT floor for
wast ewat er cont ai ni ng soluble HAP to be a concentration
of 4,500 ppmw at the 1 tpy load. The 4,500 ppnw
corresponds to the | owest concentration of a stream
contai ning only sol uble conmpounds that was managed and

treated in accordance with the HON. The 1 tpy | oad
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cutoff was not lowered in going fromthe existing source
standard to the new source standard because this |evel
al ready represents the | owest | oad cutoff of any stream
at the five MACT facilities and, therefore, represents
the performance of the best-controlled simlar source.

Coment: Two commenters indicated the proposed rule
| acks criteria for evaluating affected wastewater streans
from batch process units and specialty chem cals
manuf acture. One of the commenters suggested revising
the rule so that the em ssion thresholds for wastewater
are determ ned over a representative batch cycle. To
accomplish this, the commenter suggested that the
following definitions be added to the rule:

« "Annual average" neans the average over a
designated 12-nonth period of actual or anticipated
operation of the MCPU generating wastewater, except for
units that are flexible operations or part of flexible
operations. For flexible operation units, "annual
average" neans the average for a standard batch that is
representative of the designated 12-nmonth period of
actual or anticipated operation of the MCPU generating
wast ewat er .

e "Standard batch" means a batch process operated
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within a range of average or typical operating conditions
that are docunmented in an operating scenario. Em ssions
froma "standard batch" are based on the production
activity or product that result in the highest mass of
HAP in the wastewaters generated by the process equi pnent
during the batch cycle.

The second commenter noted that the proposed rule
refers to 863.144(c) for establishing the annual average
flowate for wastewater streans (i.e., total wastewater
vol une divided by 525,600 mnutes in a year). The
comment er supported this for continuous process units,
but recomrended that the rule use criteria from40 CFR
part 63, subpart GGG for batch process units since the
wast ewat er streans from batch operations may only be
operational a few nonths per year.

Response: The format for applicability is annual
average flow ate based on the potential maxi nrum anmount of
operating hours per year (i.e., 8,760). Although the
procedure was devel oped for continuous processes, it can
be applied to batch processes. When nultiplied out, the
total flow of wastewater equivalent to 1 I pmand 8, 760
hr/yr equals 0.14 million gal/yr (530 m3/yr). W

recogni ze that the proposed rule did not contain guidance
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on how to interpret annual average for batch processes
al t hough our definition of wastewater stream described a
singl e wastewater stream as being discarded froman MCPU
t hrough a single POD. Qur intent with this |anguage was
to include all wastewater streans from single processes
t hat were discharged through a single POD as one single
wastewater stream |In the HON, annual average
concentration is the total mass of conmpounds listed in
Table 9 to subpart G of 40 CFR part 63 that are in the
wast ewat er stream during the designated 12-nonth period
di vided by the total mass of the wastewater stream during
the 12-nmonth period. There is no separate consideration
in the HON for nultipurpose batch operations or POD that
serve nunerous processes because the equipnent is part of
a fl exible operation.

For 40 CFR part 63, subpart FFFF, however, we based
the MACT floor on data from wastewater streams that were
devel oped based on our proposed definition of wastewater.
Therefore, the definition of annual average is based on
wast ewater streans froma POD froma single MCPU.  For
flexible operations (e.g., nultipurpose equi pnent not
dedi cated to any single process), we have incorporated

the concept of a famly of materials that considers as a
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singl e product the manufacturing processes of nultiple
materials that are related. Additionally, we consider
“nondedi cat ed sol vent recovery operations” as a single
process. Therefore, in these two circunstances, the
definition of wastewater stream should be based on the
total mass and flow out of the POD fromthe sum of al
operations considered within the famly of materials or
within the recovery process. 1In all other cases, the
fl ow and concentration of HAP should be based on the
total flow of wastewater and mass of HAP from all batches
of a single process.

The final rule requires a manufacturer of a famly
of materials in flexible operation units to determ ne the
annual average using a procedure consistent with that
descri bed by the commenter. Specifically, the worst-case
product would determ ne the standard batch, and the total
fl ow of wastewater would be based on the total flow of
wast ewat er generated by all batches manufactured in any
12-nmonth period. However, if materials manufactured in
the flexible operations fell anong nore than one product
not considered part of a famly of materials, we would
consi der these separate processes, and the annual average

concentration and flow would be limted to the
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characteristics of each process.

Comment: Consistent with coments on the definition
of the m scell aneous organic chem cal manufacturing
process, one commrenter suggested revising the definition
of “mai ntenance wastewater” to clarify that wastewater
fromroutine cleaning operations occurring within a batch
process i s not considered mai ntenance wast ewat er
Anot her commenter noted that some cl eaning operations are
perfornmed for equi pnment preparation and to renove
i norgani c scale fromthe equi pment on an occasi onal,

t hough sonewhat regul ar basis. The comenter observed
that these operations are perfornmed between batches,

t hough not between every batch or even between batches of
different grades. They are perfornmed when mai ntenance is
needed or plugging is evident. The commenter asked for
clarification that the types of cleaning operations that
do not generate nmi ntenance wastewater are those
perforned between batches for the purposes of changi ng
grades and not those done to prepare equi pnent for

mai nt enance or to renove inorganic foul ants.

Response: We agree with the commenters regarding
the need to exclude non-routine cleaning operations from

ot her process wastewater streans and have included them
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in the definition of "maintenance wastewater." This
i ssue is anal ogous to the issue of including vents from
routi ne cl eani ng operations as process vents and covering
ot her types of events under the SSM provisions.

Coment: One commenter requested an exenption from
the offsite certification requirenent in 40 CFR
63.132(g)(2), (3) and (4) for any facility electing to
di scharge wastewater streanms to a RCRA-perm tted
treatnment, storage, and disposal facility (TSDF) under 40
CFR parts 264 and 265. The comenter asserted that a
RCRA TSDF shoul d be presunmed to be acceptabl e conpliance
equi pment for m scel | aneous organi c chem cal
manuf acturing facilities, and this presunption should be
explicitly stated in the final rule.

Response: W agree that RCRA TSDF satisfy the
conpliance requirenents in the final rule. The proposed
subpart FFFF explicitly stated that performance tests,
desi gn eval uations, and related nonitoring,
recordkeepi ng, and reporting would not be required when a
hazardous waste incinerator is used to neet em ssion
l[imts. This provision is retained in the final rule
t hrough the reference to 863.988(b)(2), and it applies to

offsite treatnent facilities as well as affected sources.
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To sinplify and clarify the requirenents for offsite
treatnment facilities, the final rule states that the
affected source may indicate in its notification of
conpliance status (NOCS) report that it is shipping the
wast ewater to an offsite treatnment facility that neets
the requirenments of 40 CFR 63.138(h), and that the
wast ewater will be treated as hazardous waste; this
docunment ation may serve as the certification fromthe
offsite treatnent facility.

G. St andards for Equi pnent lLeaks

Comment: Three comenters stated that the docket
does not support our conclusion that the HON LDAR program
is the MACT floor. Two of the commenters al so opposed
our approach of assigning a single LDAR programto each
facility. They noted that facilities do not always use
the same LDAR program for all of their processes.
According to one commenter, there also are nunerous
errors and inconsistencies between various background
menor anda, the section 114 |ICR responses, and the
equi pnment | eaks dat abase that EPA distributed to
i ndustry, with no docunentation in the docket to explain
the differences. After obtaining new informtion from

sone of the facilities in the database, the comenter saw
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no support for a determ nation that HON- equival ent
controls establish the MACT floor (i.e., of the estinmated
1,220 processes, only 34, or 2.8 percent, appear to have
HON- equi val ent prograns). The other two commenters
i ndi cated that the floor (and standard) should be based
on either the LDAR programin the SOCM NSPS (40 CFR part
60, subpart VV) or subpart TT of 40 CFR part 63 (the
CGeneric MACT).

Response: After considering the coments and
reviewi ng the avail able data, we decided to determ ne the
MACT floor on a process basis because sonme facilities do
not i nplenent the same LDAR program for all of their
m scel | aneous organi c chem cal manufacturing processes.
Therefore, we decided to reevaluate the MACT fl oor on a
process basis. Before revising the analysis, we al so
reviewed the specific data entries that were disputed by
t he commenters.

Regrettably, the database that was made avail able to
the industry was not consistent with the final database
that we used to devel op the MACT floor prior to proposal
As a result, many of the discrepancies identified by
commenters are addressed sinply by using the correct

dat abase.



116

We al so reviewed other changes that the comenter
recommended and made corrections to the database under
the follow ng two circunstances: when a process is
subject to the HON so that only the batch process vent
em ssions are subject to subpart FFFF, and when a
facility representative informed the comenter that a
non- HON LDAR program or no programis inplenmented for a
m scel | aneous organi ¢ chem cal manufacturing process.
After making the revisions, we found 51 of 1,139
processes are controlled to the HON LDAR (i.e., the best-
perform ng LDAR programin use at m scell aneous organic
chem cal manufacturing sources), or 4.5 percent
controlled. Based on this result, we could not justify a
MACT fl oor at the HON | evel of control.

Therefore, we reexam ned the processes subject to
ot her LDAR programs to develop a revised MACT floor. A
few processes are subject to LDAR prograns required by
the State of Louisiana, but nost other processes subject
to LDAR prograns are inplenenting various prograns
required by the State of Texas or the programin 40 CFR
part 60, subpart VV. For this analysis, we considered
t he Texas progranms and the subpart VV programto be

essentially equival ent because they all require only
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sensory nonitoring for connectors. These prograns al so
are equivalent to the programin 40 CFR part 63, subpart
TT. Only LDAR prograns designated as
audi bl e/ vi sual /ol factory (e.g., not Method 21 nonitoring)
were not considered at | east equivalent to subpart TT.
We found that 236 of the 1,139 processes, or 21 percent,
were controlled at least to the subpart TT | evel.
Therefore, we set the floor based on the requirenents of
40 CFR part 63, subpart TT.

Based on the revised MACT floor, we conducted an
anal ysis of the cost of going above the floor to the 40
CFR part 63, subpart UU, program In conducting this
anal ysis, we revised our estimated uncontrolled em ssions
for our nodel processes by using the initial |eak rates
submtted by the industry in their comments. At the |eak
definitions of 500 ppnmv for connectors and val ves and
1,000 ppnmv for punps, we calculated |eak rates of 0.35
percent for connectors, 6.47 percent for punps, and 1.66
percent for valves fromthe data submtted by the
i ndustry. We also conpared these |eak rates and their
resulting em ssion rates to data collected in the
devel opnent of the Polynmers and Resins |V NESHAP and

found good agreenent. The polyners and resins industry
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| eak rates were 0.61 percent for connectors, 8.71 percent
for punps, and 1.4 to 1.8 percent for valves. To
estimate reductions achi eved by the LDAR prograns, we
assumed that the reduction achieved by the subpart UU
program woul d be equal to the em ssions estimted at the
performance | evel of the program W assumed that the
subpart TT program would be half as effective as subpart
UU for punps, valves, and connectors, and that the
reductions for pressure relief valves, open-ended |ines,
and sanpling connections would be the sane under both

pr ogr ans.

We al so revised elenments in our cost analysis to
address commenter concerns. The revised anal ysis assunes
that a facility required to inplenment an LDAR program
will hire a subcontractor based on our understandi ng that
this is the preferred and common alternative over the
i npl enentati on of an in-house program The analysis also
made use of revised cost data fromthe project files of
t he Polymers and Resins |V NESHAP.

The revised cost analysis shows that for processes
wi th continuous process vents, the cost of the subpart TT
program (the MACT floor) is $3,200/ My, the cost of the

subpart UU programis $2,800/ My, and the increnmental cost
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to go beyond the MACT floor to the subpart UU programis
$470/ Mg. These costs are consi dered reasonabl e.
Conversely, for batch processes, the costs of the beyond-
the-floor option were determ ned to be unreasonabl e.
Therefore, we decided to set the standard at the MACT
floor for processes with only batch process vents, and we
sel ected the beyond-the-fl oor option of subpart UU for
processes with at | east one continuous process vent.
Coment: Several comenters generally supported the
pressure testing option in 863.1036(b) of subpart UU,
whi ch requires that new or disturbed equi pnment be tested
for | eaks before use. However, the comenters are
concerned that 863.1036(b)(1)(iii) could be interpreted
as requiring facilities to conduct |eak tests whenever
fl exi bl e hose connections are changed as part of a
reconfiguration to make a different product or
internediate. The comenters stated that these |eak
tests woul d be burdensome because (1) changing fl exible
hoses to make different products may occur as frequently
as daily or weekly, which would substantially increase
t he cost of conducting LDAR prograns and take away from
operating time, resulting in | ost production and sal es;

(2) nmore frequent |eak tests would also result in nore
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em ssi ons because the equi pnent must be purged to conduct
the tests; and (3) flexible hoses that have been water
tested would often have to be flushed with solvent prior
to startup, which would add nore turn-around tinme and
i ncrease waste generation. According to one comenter,
connecting flexible hoses in different configurations is
the type of “routine” seal breaks that were not intended
to trigger LDAR pressure testing requirements. Thus, the
comment ers recomended revising 863.1036(b)(1)(iii) to
exenpt all routine seal breaks of flexible hoses from
LDAR requirements. One commenter also recommended t hat
pressure testing be allowed as an option for sources that
conply with the requirenents in 40 CFR part 63, subpart
TT.

Response: We agree with the commenters that
pressure testing each tinme process equipnent is
reconfigured only by changing flexible hose connections
at a transfer station is excessively burdensone and
likely to lead to nore em ssions than it prevents.
Therefore, the pressure test option in the final rule
allows this type of routine disturbance wthout the
requi rement to conduct a new pressure test. Since the

final rule allows conpliance with the requirenents of 40
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CFR part 63, subpart UU, as an alternative to the
requi renments of 40 CFR part 63, subpart TT, an owner or
operator may conmply with the pressure testing option in
subpart UU as an alternative to the requirenments of
subpart TT.

H. St andards for Transfer Racks

Comment: One commenter indicated the MACT floor for
transfer racks was established incorrectly and stated
t hat we have no section 114 ICR data to support the
transfer racks MACT fl oor because this information was
not requested for the m scell aneous organic chem cal
manuf acturing source category. The comenter indicated
that using transfer rack data from HON sources or Organic
Liquid Distribution (OLD) NESHAP sources i s not
appropriate for the m scel |l aneous organi c chem cal
manuf acturing source category, even if it does streamine
t he conpliance process. The commenter noted that the
Group 1 requirenents of subpart G of the HON apply to a
di fferent source category manufacturing different
chem cals in continuous, generally high-volume processes.
The comenter clainmed we nade a “leap of faith” in
assum ng that the em ssion and control data for one

source category are appropriate to another totally
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di stinct category. The commenter could find no
docunment ation indicating that subpart G continuous
process | oad rates and vapor pressure cutoffs are
applicable to batch subpart FFFF facilities. The
comment er argued that setting a MACT fl oor using

“exi sting avail able data” froma different source
category is inconsistent with CAA requirenents and
requested that an actual transfer rack MACT fl oor
determ nati on be made prior to establishing the subpart
FFFF control requirenents.

Response: The MACT fl oor was based on the HON
requi renments. We did not have any specific data from our
source category, but we relied on information that many
of the facilities in this source category are co-1|ocated
with facilities subject to the HON. The commenter
obj ected to our assunptions because the HON applies to
conti nuous, high volunme production processes. Although
subpart FFFF applies to nmany processes, batch specialty
chem cals are a maj or conponent of the source category,
and we agree that individual products are typically
manuf actured in | esser volumes than typical products in
t he HON source category. However, we note that transfer

operations, which by definition consist of the | oading
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racks for tank trucks and rail cars, are nore specific to
the size and type of vessel being | oaded than the process
t hat generates the products. These tank trucks and rail
cars are standard in size and configuration so that the
same tank trucks and rail cars would be expected to carry
material fromeither source category. Further, punps,

| oadi ng arnms, and vapor collection and control equipnment
are not as nmuch dependent on the process that generates
the materials as the products thensel ves which are
conposed of either pure HAP or sol utions containing
significant amunts of HAP.

Qur data indicate that 60 percent of the facilities
that contain m scell aneous organic chem cal manufacturing
processes al so contain processes subject to the HON
Additionally, we would expect that transfer racks |ocated
at these facilities would be used to |l oad materials from
bot h HON and m scel | aneous organi c chem cal manufacturing
processes. Therefore, we consider it reasonable to
assume a MACT fl oor based on the requirenents of the HON.

The HON standards were established based on the
| owest yearly loading rates that are controlled in the
source category. Because the HON source category

manuf actures at typically higher volume production than
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what woul d typically be expected in the m scel |l aneous
organi ¢ chem cal manufacturing source category, and
control requirenents are based on the rack wei ghted
average partial pressure of HAP, it offers a conservative
approach to the MACT fl oor when applied to the batch
specialty chem cal industry. Therefore, only transfer
racks that |oad m scel | aneous organi c chem cal
manuf act uri ng products containing significant anmounts of
HAP are affected by the control requirenents.

| . Pol | uti on Prevention

Coment: Three commenters stated that the pollution
prevention (P2) option should be broadened to allow nore
nondedi cat ed batch operations or groups of nondedi cated
batch operations to use P2 for conpliance. The
comment ers mmai ntai ned that cal culating and tracking HAP
factors for individual nondedi cated processes woul d not
be viable for small operations. One commenter was
concerned that only dedicated sol vent recovery operations
may be included in a P2 denonstration; nondedi cated
sol vent recovery operations may not be considered in
conjunction with the processes for which they recover
solvents for the P2 alternative standard. Simlarly,

anot her commenter stated that the proposal is not viable
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because waste solvents from nunerous nondedi cated batch
processes are collected and refined at a central recovery
unit, and 863.2495(b)(2) of the proposed rule would
preclude the nerging of nondedi cated sol vent recovery
wi th other processes. The comenter suggested incl uding
all of the operations in the calculation of a HAP
consunption factor (including nondedi cated recovery
operations that receive and recover solvents for the
operations). In addition, the commenter suggested that
t he production rate should exclude isolated internmediates
to appropriately reflect the benefits achi eved when
measures are taken to elimnate isolation of
i nternedi ates. Because the boundaries are well defined,
the comenter indicated that such an approach woul d be
clearer to inplenment and enforce. To incorporate this
approach, the comrenter suggested adding a statenment to
the rule that says you may conply with the P2 option for
mul ti pl e processes and associ ated recovery operations if
t he Adm ni strator approves your P2 nethodol ogy subnmtted
in the preconpliance report.

Response: After exam ning the approach suggested by
the comenters, we have concerns that it would not be

consistent with the goals of P2 and al so woul d not
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preserve the reductions in HAP consunption that woul d
occur if the P2 alternative were limted to each product.
The comenters suggested facilityw de groupings to
denonstrate overall reductions in the HAP consunption
factors. One of our major concerns stenms fromthe fact
that specialty chemcal facilities will not manufacture
the same products fromthe baseline years to the

cont enpor aneous period. Under their suggested grouping
concept, however, a baseline factor could be devel oped
froma different set of products than those in the

cont enpor aneous period. In this situation, a facility
coul d denonstrate a reduction in the HAP factor by sinply
not manufacturing products that have hi gh HAP
consunption. Although these efforts could result in a
net benefit to the environnent, they are not considered
P2 strategies and, therefore, an owner or operator should
not take credit for these changes. Secondly, using the
sane groupi ngs concept, a manufacturer could effectively
reduce the overall usage of HAP in a production process
in any given year, but increase the HAP factor for that
product and still neet the grouping target reductions,
but not the target reductions on individual product

lines. This would effectively allow an owner or operator
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to comply with a P2 alternative that could increase the
inefficiency and waste within a process. Therefore,
conbi ni ng processes or groups of processes as suggested
by the commenters is not appropriate, and we have not
revised the alternative per the commenter’s requests.

We also clarified | anguage regardi ng nmerging
processi ng steps conducted offsite to onsite for the
pur poses of redrawi ng a process boundary and claimng a
reduction in consunption. For exanple, a solvent
recovery step conducted offsite or as part of another
process cannot | ater be noved onsite or to another
process and used to claima reduction in consunption.
Such a strategy does not result in true em ssion
reductions, but rather is a result of noving process
boundari es.

Comment: Several conmenters were concerned that the
proposed P2 option would not allow for the generation of
HAP ot her than HAP being used in the process. They noted
t hat based on the definition of “consunption” and
863. 2495(b) of the proposed rule, if the HAP used by the
process are not the sane as those generated in the
process, then the generated HAP nust neet the otherw se

appl i cabl e standards. One commenter suggested revising
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the definition of consunption to include HAP generated in
t he process, and the other comenters suggested
i ncorporating generated HAP into the cal cul ation of the
HAP factor or the target HAP reduction.

Response: W do not agree with the suggested
changes. The P2 alternative specifies that HAP generated
in the process that are not introduced into the process
and part of the consunption factor nust be controlled per
the standard requirenents. This restriction is needed to
ensure that reductions anticipated fromthe
i npl ementation of the alternative will occur. Consider a
situation where the incom ng quantity of HAP is
consi derably | ess than the ampbunt of HAP generated in the
process. Further, suppose the entire quantity of HAP
generated in the process is emtted through a process
vent (i.e., no waste or wastewater). |If the P2
alternative were to allow the quantity of HAP generated
to be considered as part of the consunption factor, then
the P2 standard could be net by capturing and recovering
only 65 percent of the HAP em tted, which may not
preserve the reductions we anticipated fromthe
i npl ementati on of the standards as witten. Therefore,

we have not nmodified the alternative according to the
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commenters’ requests.

J. Initial Conpliance

Comment: Several commenters indicated that the
proposed requirements to conplete initial conpliance
denonstrations and submt the NOCS report by the
conpliance date are unworkabl e and unreasonably and
unfairly shorten the 3-year conpliance period. Based on
the commenters’ experience, the entire 3-year period is
needed to permt, plan, design, procure, install, and
shakedown the equi pnent necessary for MACT conpli ance.

In addition, the 150-day period after the conpliance date
that other rules allow before the NOCS report is due
allows facilities to properly test their control systens,
perform necessary shakedown operations, and set the
paranmetric operating limts using actual data. The
commenters requested that the final rule defer to the
General Provisions regarding the tineline for initial
conpliance denonstrations and allow the NOCS report to be
submtted no |ater than 150 days after the conpliance
date. Another commenter requested that area sources that
becone maj or sources be allowed up to 3 years to conply
with the final rule because the |level of effort would be

t he sanme as for any existing source when the rule is
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pronmul gat ed.

Response: W accept the argunent that some
facilities with numerous processes and controls nmay need
the full 3 years fromthe promnul gation date to the
conpliance date to bring all of the equipnent on-1line
before conpleting the initial conpliance denonstration.
Therefore, we decided to change the due date for the NOCS
report. In the final rule, the NOCS report for al
sources, including area sources that becone mgj or
sources, is due no |ater than 150 days after the
conpliance date. In addition, the final rule specifies
that the conpliance date for area sources that becone
maj or sources is 3 years after the area source becones a
maj or source.

Comment: Several commenters indicated that
references to 863.1257(d)(2)(ii) of the pharmaceuti cal
MACT in the proposed rule inappropriately restrict the
use of engineering assessnents. The commenters indicated
that the rule should not require sources to denonstrate
that the cal culation nethods specified in the rule are
not appropriate in order to be allowed to calcul ate
uncontroll ed HAP em ssi ons using an engi neering

assessnment. The commenters al so objected to | anguage in
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863. 1257(d)(2)(ii) that restricts the use of nodified
equations to those that the source can denonstrate have
been used to neet other regulatory obligations. The
commenters indicated that they should only be required to
show that the selected nmethod for determ ning
uncontrolled HAP em ssions is appropriate, and that it
has no inpact on the applicability assessnent or
conpliance determ nation.

Response: We did not revise the restrictions on the
use of the nodified equations as requested because the
suggest ed changes woul d not naintain our objective of
having a replicable conpliance protocol that is applied
consistently across the source category. Therefore, the
final rule, like the proposed rule, restricts the use of
engi neeri ng assessnents to situations where the equations
are not appropriate.

Comment: Several commenters requested that the
procedures for cal culating uncontrolled HAP en ssions be
nmodified in the final rule so that it represents “post
condenser” enmi ssions if the condenser is recovering HAP
for reflux, reuse, or use as a fuel. The commenters
stated that, for many types of em ssion events, the

proposed equations would require the use of the vessel
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tenperature rather than the tenperature of the receiver
that receives condensed liquid. The comenters indicated
that the procedures ignore the em ssion reduction
realized by the condenser, inflates the uncontroll ed
em ssions, and is inconsistent with the MACT fl oor
dat abase.

Response: W disagree with the suggested change.
Qur position is that uncontroll ed en ssions should be
determ ned at the point the vent stream | eaves the
process and prior to entering any control device. A
condenser that nmeets the definition of “process
condenser” is considered integral to the process, and
uncontrol |l ed em ssions are cal culated at the outlet of
t he condenser. Process condensers nust initiate vapor-
to-liquid phase change in an em ssion stream from
equi pment that operates above the boiling or bubble
poi nt, including condensers |ocated prior to a vacuum
source. All other condensers serve primarily to reduce
or renove air pollutants, with or without some product
recovery benefits; therefore, uncontrolled em ssions
shoul d be cal culated prior to the condenser. This
approach does not inflate uncontrolled em ssions; it

characterizes themproperly. Furthernore, if a condenser
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is determned to be an air pollution control device, the
renoval efficiency is included as part of the overal
control efficiency for the process; it does not ignore
the em ssion reduction realized by the condenser.
Finally, we consider the approach to be consistent with
our dat abase because we provided clear instructions with
the ICR regarding how to report em ssions from
condensers, and we trust that nost respondents foll owed
those instructions.

Comrent: Two commenters objected to the proposed
requi renments for testing control devices that treat
em ssions from batch process vents under absol ute or
hypot heti cal worst-case conditions, as described in the
Phar maceutical Production MACT (863.1257(b)(8)). One of
the comenters was concerned that facilities would be
forced to generate unwanted or off-specification materi al
in order to satisfy the requirenents for worst-case
conditions. This comenter requested that the final rule
either defer to the General Provisions at 863.7(e)(1),
whi ch require testing under normal operating conditions,
or replace paragraph 863.2470(c) in its entirety with a
reference to the performance test requirements of 40 CFR

part 63, subpart SS. The second commenter stated that
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t he worst-case testing provisions are technically
i nfeasi bl e and unjustified based on existing EPA
regul ati ons. That commenter noted that the Polynmers and
Resins |V NESHAP recogni zed this issue and require
sources to test under worst-case actual production
conditions as opposed to hypot hetical worst-case
conditions (i.e., 863.1325(c) of subpart JJJ).

One commenter al so suggested that worst-case
conditions may not always occur at the highest pollutant
| oadi ng. According to the comenter, the control
efficiency of thermal oxidizers generally increases as
the | oading i ncreases, and the nore chall engi ng
conpl i ance denonstration would, therefore, occur under
actual /normal operating conditions when the poll utant
| oading is changing several tinmes over the course of a
batch cycle. The comrenter requested that the final rule
allow facilities the option of using either the Polyners
and Resins |V NESHAP testing protocols or the
Phar maceuti cal NESHAP testing protocols as a site-
specific election in the pre-test protocols that
facilities nmust submt prior to testing.

Response: We disagree with the comenters’

suggestion that sources be all owed to conduct performance
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tests under “normal operating conditions.” Specifically,
we disagree with a conmmenter’s contention that operators
woul d be forced to generate unwanted or off-specification
material in order to satisfy the requirenents of worst-
case conditions. The final rule, like the proposed rule,
all ows the source to test under “hypothetical worst-case
conditions” as an alternative to testing under absolute
wor st - case conditions. Hypothetical worst-case
conditions are sinulated test conditions that, at a
m ni mum contain the highest HAP | oad of em ssions that
woul d be predicted to be vented to the control device
based on an em ssion profile devel oped by the owner or
operator. For exanple, an owner or operator could
arrange to boil off a nore volatile conmpound than those
actually used in processes in separate equi pnent that can
be connected to the ductwork upstream of the control
device (if the em ssions profile shows that this woul d
represent worst-case conditions for the control device)
and then test the control device. 1In this exanple, the
owner or operator would not have to manufacture any
unpl anned products or generate products that do not neet
normal specifications.

Al so, when sources test under worst-case conditions,
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this should elimnate (or at |east reduce) the need for
any retesting at a | ater date when conditions change. |If
a source tested under “normal operating conditions,” then
any change fromthese conditions could/should trigger a
need to retest the source under the “revised” normal
operating conditions. The concept of worst-case
conditions allows sources to anticipate potential changes
so that only one (initial) test is generally required.

We agree with the commenter’s assertion that worst-
case conditions for thermal oxidizers may not occur at
t he hi ghest pollutant |oading. One extrene is when inlet
concentrations are |low (less than 1,000 ppmv). For these
inlet conditions, the final rule allows conpliance with a
20 ppnv outlet concentration limt instead of requiring
98 percent reduction. For streans wi th higher
concentrations, higher | oads are likely associated with
hi gher flowates. As the flowate increases, residence
time in the combustion chanber decreases, which could
reduce performance. Therefore, we require the test at
hi ghest | oad.

Comment: One commenter stated that facilities
shoul d be able to use the results of conpliance testing

in one reactor configuration done under another MACT
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standard for an identical configuration regul ated under
40 CFR part 63, subpart FFFF, even if the HAP vent to two
separate, yet identical control devices.

Response: The final rule does not allow sources to
“borrow’ test results fromone control device and apply
those results to another “identical” control device.
Factors other than the design of a control device can
affect its performance and, therefore, each control
devi ce nmust be tested separately.

Comrent: One commenter requested that we all ow
facilities the option of using EPA Method 320 for any
initial conpliance option for batch or continuous streans
and al l ow the use of EPA Method 320 for continuous
em ssion nonitoring systens (CEMS) that nonitor HF, other
fluorochem cal s, and hal ogenated conpounds in addition to
t hose that nonitor HC .

Response: We agree with the commenter that EPA
Met hod 320, Fourier TransformlInfrared (FTIR), is an
acceptabl e nethod to denonstrate conpliance for any type
of batch or continuous vent stream Therefore, the final
rul e i ncludes EPA Method 320 as an option for nmeasuring
any of the listed HAP in a vent stream W note,

however, that unless Method 320 has been validated at a



138

“simlar source,” the tester nust validate Method 320 for
that application by follow ng the procedures in Section
13 of Method 320. To clarify the requirenents for CEMS,
863.2450(g)(1)(i) of the final rule specifies that a
monitoring plan is required for CEMS ot her than an FTIR
meeti ng Performance Specification (PS) 15 to neasure
hydrogen halide and hal ogen HAP, rather than only HC .

Coment: Three commenters requested changes and
clarification of the requirements for establishing
operating limts. One comenter requested that the
requi renents be consistent with those in 863.1334(b)(3)
of 40 CFR part 63, subpart JJJ. A second commenter
interpreted the proposed | anguage to nean that an average
is calculated fromthe values of the three test runs and
t hen an engi neering analysis nmay be applied to establish
an operating limt that accounts for expected process
variation. That comenter also requested a description
of the process to be used and the tinefrane under which
the Adm nistrator will conduct the review and approval of
operating limts established in accordance with
863.2470(e)(3) (i) of the proposed rule.

A third commenter took issue with the requirenent

that the operating paraneter(s) be set at the average
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val ue neasured during the performance test. The
commenter noted that other chem cal industry regulations
all ow the neasured value to be adjusted based on
engi neeri ng assessnent and clainmed that this is critical
because performance tests nust be run at representative
conditi ons because of process variability, production
schedul es, and anbient conditions, e.g., a condenser my
be tested on a cool day but the outlet tenperature for
conpliance nust reflect the hottest day as well.
Response: The final rule references the procedures
in 40 CFR part 63, subpart SS, for establishing operating
limts, except that for control devices used for batch
process vents, 863.2460(c)(3) specifies additional
procedures for setting the limts. Although the
provisions differ slightly fromwhat is described by the
third conmmenter in that the performance test nust be
conducted at worst-case conditions, owners or operators
can utilize engineering assessnents to develop either a
single limt for the entire process or nultiple |levels
for different em ssion episodes within the process.
These requirements ensure that the performance test
captures chall enging conditions that are not al ways

present because of the variable nature of batch vents.
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If no Goup 1 batch process vents are vented to the
control device, then operating limts may be set using
the results of the performance test and engi neering
assessnent procedures as specified in subpart SS and
consistent with the procedures described by the
commenter. For batch process vents, we consider it
appropriate that the initial conpliance procedures in 40
CFR part 63, subpart FFFF, be consistent with the
procedures in 40 CFR part 63, subpart GGG

The final rule explicitly states in 863.2460(c)(3)
that operating limts based on the results of performance
tests suppl enmented by other information nust be reported
in the source’s preconpliance report and approved by the
Adm ni strator. However, operating limts based on the
average of the three test runs do not require
preapproval. The final rule, like the proposed rule,
al so requires the owner or operator to submt in the
preconpliance report the test conditions, data,
cal cul ati ons, and other information used to establish
operating limts in accordance with 863.2460(c)(3). The
preconpliance report will be approved or di sapproved
within 90 days after receipt by EPA

Comment : Several commenters indicated that the
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proposed rule did not address situations where a process
has both batch and conti nuous unit operations or cases
where batch vents and conti nuous vents are conbined into
a comon header system Anot her commenter suggested that
batch vents mani fol ded together with continuous process
vents should be treated as continuous process vents. Two
of the comenters suggested that we resolve the issue of
conbi ned vent streans by deferring to 40 CFR part 63,
subpart SS, for regulation of process vents. One
commenter noted that subpart SS contains | anguage at
863.982(f) that governs how conpliance with manifol ded
vents is determ ned and requested that this concept also
be extended to allow for control devices that contro
vents subject to nore than one MACT standard, where
conpl etion of a successful conpliance determ nation for
one standard neets the conpliance determ nation
requi renments of the other MACT standards where the
control device controls simlar HAP. O her commenters
suggested that we allow conpliance denonstrations for
conbined streans simlar to the provisions under the
Generic MACT for the Polycarbonate Production source
category (40 CFR part 63, subpart YY), and add a

definition of “conmbined vent streani based on the
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definition in 40 CFR 63. 1101 (subpart YY).

Response: The final rule clarifies requirenents for
conbi ned streans in a manner simlar to that described in
863.982(f), but extends these requirenents to deal with
batch process vents and wastewater vent streans. For a
conbined stream if any of the continuous process vent
streans within the aggregated stream would be G oup 1 by
t hensel ves and the batch streans are not Group 1, then
t he provisions of subpart SS nay be followed in
denonstrating 98 percent control of the conmbined
aggregate stream |If a conbined stream contains Goup 1
batch process vents, then the initial conpliance
provi sions for batch process vents nust be followed in
denonstrating 98 percent control of the conmbined
aggregate stream Also, the final rule does not allow an
option to raise the TRE above 1.0 using a recovery
devi ce.

Subpart SS requires that the perfornmance test be
conducted at maxi mum representative operating conditions
and only over the batch em ssion episodes that result in
t he hi ghest organic HAP emi ssion rate that is achievable
during the 6-nonth period that begins 3 nonths before and

ends 3 nonths after the conpliance assessnent. In
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contrast, the initial conpliance provisions for batch
process vents provided in the proposed rule would require
that the test be conducted at worst-case conditions. For
i ndustries where products and operations remain fairly
constant, there should be no significant difference
bet ween the “worst-case conditions” described by the
batch process vent initial conpliance provisions and the
“maxi mum representative” conditions required by subpart
SS. However, for control devices that m ght see a w de
variability of products and em ssion stream
characteristics, such as those in the m scell aneous
organi ¢ chem cal manufacturing industry, the test
requi red by subpart SS may not be representative at a
| at er date when products have changed. Therefore,
conpliance with the batch testing provisions is a nore
conprehensive requirenent, and we are inclined to retain
it under nost circunstances. However, in cases where the
conbi ned stream includes G oup 2 batch process vents and
no Group 1 batch process vents, we agree that owners and
operators should be allowed to follow the conpliance
denonstration requirenents of subpart SS.

A second issue occurs when conbi ni ng streans changes

t he characteristics of the aggregate stream such that
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| ess em ssion reduction may occur. Because control

requi renents are 98 percent under both the batch
provi si ons and continuous (subpart SS) provisions, this
is not an issue for streans routed to control devices.
However, for recovery devices, there are differences

bet ween meeting 95 percent recovery under the batch
process vent provisions and neeting a TRE i ndex under
subpart SS. For exanple, the overall required em ssion
reducti ons could be | essened by conbining a nunber of

| ow-concentration batch streans, that would not trigger
control under the batch requirenments, with a rich
continuous stream that would require significant control
or recovery of material by itself, which would raise the
outl et TRE value at the outlet of the recovery device and
all ow use of an ineffective recovery device and no
further control. Simlarly, em ssion reductions could be
| essened by aggregating rich batch vents (with
uncontrolled em ssions of greater than 10,000 Ib/yr) with
continuous vents and allow ng | ess than 95 percent

control by nmeeting the TRE. 1In either case, the use of a
recovery device to raise the TRE i ndex above 1.0 coul d
result in actual em ssions above the |evel required had

t he streans not been aggregated and, therefore, we are
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not allowing this option. Thus, all Goup 1/ Goup 2
determ nations for vent streans nmust be made prior to
aggregation and prior to any recovery device.

K. Ongoing Conpliance

Comment: One commenter requested that the
nmoni tori ng provi sions be nodel ed after 40 CFR part 63,
subpart SS, for continuous vents, and that we establish a
simlar cost-effective level for batch process vents.
Anot her commenter stated that the requirements for
continuous paranmeter nonitoring systenms (CPMS) are nore
fully and correctly covered in subpart SS and that the
periodic verification requirenents of 863.2470(f) are
duplicative of title V, wasteful, and unnecessary.

Response: We decided to stream ine the conpliance
procedures and pronote consistency anong rul es by
referencing subpart SSin its entirety for nost of the
nmonitoring requirenents. For batch process vents,
however, we retained sone additional nonitoring
provi sions fromthe proposed rule that are based on
requirenents in subpart GGG (the Pharmaceutical s
Production NESHAP). One of these provisions allows the
owner or operator to set nonitoring paraneter val ues

(i.e., operating limts) at |evels other than what were
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obtained fromthe performance test.

A second provision consistent with subpart GGG is
the “periodic verification” procedure for control devices
with inlet HAP emi ssions less than 1 tpy (863.2460(c)(5)
in the final rule). W do not agree with the suggestion
that title V periodic nonitoring requirenments are
duplicative for control devices with less than 1 tpy HAP
| oad. The title V periodic nonitoring requirenents in 40
CFR 70.6(a)(3)(i)(B) apply only where an underlying
appl i cabl e requi renent such as NESHAP require no
monitoring of a periodic nature. Thus, the title V
periodic nonitoring requirements will not apply where the
moni toring requirenents of subpart FFFF do apply.

A third provision based on subpart GGG is the option
to establish averagi ng periods over either an operating
bl ock or an operating day. This provision my be useful
if each batch is not always conpleted within an operating
day or when an owner or operator elects to set nultiple
operating limts for different em ssion episodes.

Coment: One commenter stated that the proposed
monitoring and reporting requirenments do not neet the
enhanced nonitoring requirenments as set forth in section

114(a)(3) of the CAA and, therefore, are “arbitrary and
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capricious.” The comenter indicated that sone sources
are exenpted from*®“any truly effective nmonitoring
strategy” and that “sources with greatest HAP em ssions,
which fall outside the MACT fl oor due to size, have
| oosest nonitoring requirenents.”

Response: W disagree with the comenter’s
assertions. The final rule, |ike the proposed rule,
requires nonitoring of all control devices. To mnimze
t he burden on small operations (e.g., small control
devi ces controlling batch process vents), the nonitoring
requirements differ for lower-emtting sources; however
t hese sources are not “sources with the greatest HAP
em ssions.” In addition, 863.2525(e) of the final rule
requires recordkeeping of em ssion points that fall
out side of the MACT threshold for control to be sure that
t hese points remain below the threshold.

Comment: Two commenters took issue with the
nmonitoring requirenents for catal ytic oxidizers. The
first commenter clainmed that testing of the catalyst
activity is unnecessary (as long as the tenperature
differential is maintained, the catalyst is effective);
is inconsistent with the requirenments under other rules

that frequently share the device; and would force annual
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out ages of the control device for sanpling with
significant negative environnmental inpacts and costs.
The comrenter recommended that the nonitoring
requi renents for catalytic oxidizers be based on the 40
CFR part 63, subpart SS, requirenments, which are based on
the HON requirenments. The other commenter suggested that
vendor guarantees/warranties for catalytic incinerators
be allowed as an alternative to the annual catal yst test
or quarterly tenperature differential check. This
commenter noted that sonme catal yst vendors will supply a
warranty if certain work practices are foll owed, such as
raising the inlet tenperature according to a set
schedule. This commenter’s experience indicated that
tenperature differential set at maxi mnum | oad across the
bed is not a particularly good indicator of catalyst
activity for a variable process vent stream

A third comenter expressed support for the
nmonitoring requirenents for catalytic oxidizers in the
proposed rule, but requested that we nmake it clear that
the catalyst activity test is not the only conpliance
alternative allowed and defi ne what an annual catal yst
test entails. The commenter further stated that, if a

performance test nust be done annual ly, EPA should
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consider if the cost of a performance test (e.g, $15,000)
can be justified annually. |If verifying the catalyst
activity does not require a performance test, then the
comment er stated EPA should establish guidelines on how
to conduct the annual test.

Response: We agree that maintaining a tenperature
differential across the bed is evidence that the catalyst
is effective, and it is a valid nmeans of denonstrating
ongoi ng conpliance. It also is the requirenmnent specified
in subpart SS and many ot her rules and by referencing
subpart SS, it is included in the final rule. However
we al so included the catal yst test option fromthe
proposed rul e because, as one commenter points out, it is
difficult to maintain the required differential across
t he catal yst bed when the organic load into the catalytic
incinerator fluctuates, even though it may actually still
be achieving the sanme reduction efficiency. This could
be a particular concern when the initial performance test
nmust be conducted under worst-case conditions, which
generally is the maximum | oad. This option requires
catal yst bed inlet tenperature nonitoring and an annual
catal yst activity |evel check. When nonitoring only the

inlet tenperature, the catalyst activity |level check al so



150
i s needed; unlike thermal oxidizers, catalytic oxidizer
performance cannot be ensured sinply by nonitoring the
operating tenperature. Catalyst beds can becone poi soned
and rendered ineffective wi thout any apparent change in
operation. An activity |evel check can consi st of
passi ng an organi ¢ conmpound of known concentration
t hrough a sanple of the catal yst, nmeasuring the
percent age reduction of the conmpound across the catal yst
sanpl e, and conparing that percentage reduction to the
percent age reduction for a fresh sanple of the same type
of catalyst. Based on information from a conpany t hat
of fers such services, the cost is |ess than $800.

We do not agree that vendor guarantees based on
following specific work practices are an acceptabl e
alternative for nmonitoring the performance of catalytic
oxi di zers. Qur experience is that the performance of air
pol l uti on control devices can degrade over tine if they
are not properly maintained, and that nost owners and
operators try to follow the vendor’'s recommended wor k
practices as a preventative neasure. |In sonme cases, the
vendor guarantees are only valid during the first year of
operation of the control device. More inportantly,

basi ng conpliance solely on vendor guarantees (that are
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tied to work practices) would nmean that an “unexpected”’
deterioration in the performance of the catalytic
oxi di zer woul d go undetected and unreported because no
direct nonitoring of the catalytic oxidizer would be
perfornmed. Therefore, the final rule does not include
t he suggested alternative.

Coment: Three commenters stated that the
requi rement for continuous pH nonitoring for caustic
scrubbers is unwarranted and often inpractical. For
batch operations, these commenters stated that it should
only be necessary to verify that the scrubber is
operating properly just before and just after each batch.
The commenters al so asserted that continuous pH neters
are often unreliable in harsh service conditions and are
subject to plugging, corrosion, or contam nation.

Two comenters stated that nmeasurenment of pH is not
appropriate for caustic scrubbers because nost, if not
all, have a pH near 14, which makes the neasurenment
irrelevant. According to the commenters, the titration
curve is typically so steep that the pH neasurenent is
not useful in controlling the scrubber. These comenters
requested that the final rule be witten to allow the

measur enent of caustic strength without the need to
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request EPA approval; otherw se, nunmerous facilities wll
need to request approval to neasure caustic strength
daily in lieu of daily pH nonitoring, which would appear
to place an undue burden on facilities and the regul atory
organi zations that nust review the site-specific plans.

Response: As previously noted, the final rule
references the nonitoring requirenents in subpart SS.
For all hal ogen scrubbers (including caustic scrubbers),
863. 994 requires continuous pH nmonitoring. W have
decided to retain the requirenment for continuous
monitoring in the final rule. This approach nmaintains
consi stency with other rules that reference subpart SS.
It al so addresses the commenters’ concern that the steep
titration curve makes pH a poor paraneter for daily
moni toring when pHis normally about 14 (i.e., for
systens where the recircul ating scrubber solution is
replaced on a batch basis rather than continuously
adjusted to maintain relatively constant conditions).
Finally, we have decided to allow continuous neasurenent
of caustic strength at the scrubber outlet as an
alternative to the continuous nonitoring of pH because
caustic strength is directly related to pH.

Comment: Many commenters objected to the
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requirenent to calculate a daily 365-day rolling
sunmati on of em ssions to denonstrate conpliance with the
10,000 Ib/yr Iimt for batch process vents. According to
t hese commenters, sources should be allowed to cal cul ate
a 12-nmonth rolling summation instead of the daily
sunmat i on because daily cal cul ati ons woul d be burdensone,
particularly for facilities manufacturing many products
or products with em ssions well below the Ilimt. One of
t he commenters al so suggested repl acing the 365-day
rolling summation cal cul ation with nethodol ogy, like in
40 CFR part 63, subpart JJJ, whereby the highest-emtting
batch recipe for any given product is determ ned and the
nunber of batches are recorded to denpnstrate that a
process has | ess than 10,000 | b/yr uncontroll ed
em ssions. Two commenters al so are uncertain how to
calculate daily em ssions from batch processes that are
carried out over several days. Another comenter
i ndicated that the existing nonitoring and recordkeeping
requirenents in title V and/or state m nor new source
review permts are sufficient to denonstrate conpliance
with the limt.

Response: In order to denonstrate continuously that

uncontrol |l ed organic HAP em ssions from a process have
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not exceeded 10,000 | b/yr, the proposed rule would
require daily calculations of the em ssions in the
precedi ng 365 days. It appears that the commenters
interpreted this requirement to be much nore invol ved
than we intended. W expected that, as part of the
initial conpliance denonstration, an owner or operator
woul d determ ne the uncontrolled batch process vent
em ssions for a standard batch and divide this value into
10,000 to determ ne the nunber of batches that coul d be
run in a 365-day period. One way to denonstrate
conti nuous conpliance would be to track the nunber of
bat ches produced each day and show that the running total
nunber of batches for the preceding 365 days does not
exceed the nunber cal culated during the initial
conpliance denonstration. The only potentially
conplicating twist to this process is that the total has
to be adjusted to account for any difference in em ssions
when a nonstandard batch is operated, but we expect such
events to be uncommon.

The final rule retains essentially the sane
requi renment as the proposed rul e because daily summati ons
are needed to denonstrate conti nuous conpliance, and we

do not consider the denonstration to be unduly
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burdensone. However, upon consideration of the coments,
we have decided to make three changes in 863.2525(e) in
the final rule to clarify our intent and perhaps reduce
the burden. First, to address the situation of a batch
that is run during nore than a single cal endar day, we
specify that the record that the batch was run shoul d be
assigned to the day the batch is conpleted. Second, we
agree that physically calculating the summati ons does not
need to be performed each day, provided the necessary
data are collected in an appropriate fashion so that each
of the daily calculations can be performed at a | ater
date. The final rule allows the cal culations to be
performed nonthly. Note that each day that exceeds the
limt is still a separate deviation. Finally, we edited
the | anguage to clarify that alternative records that
correlate to the total em ssions, such as the nunmber of
bat ches, may be nmi nt ai ned.

Comrent: Several comrenters expressed concerns with
t he proposed quality assurance/quality control (QA QO
requi renments for continuous paranmeter nonitoring and
requested that they be renoved fromthe rule. One
commenter indicated that the proposed QA QC requirenents

are being introduced in a pieceneal fashion while they
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are still evolving, are technically unworkabl e, inpose
substanti al burdens for no apparent benefit,
significantly reduce nonitor availability, may have
unfavorabl e environnmental inpacts, and nay create safety
concerns. In addition, the commenter indicated that the
proposed design and data availability requirenents
overlap with or conflict with existing | anguage in
subpart SS. The commenter noted that we decided not to
promul gate simlar QA QC requirenents in subpart SS. The
commenter indicated that the justification for not
adopting the requirenents in subpart SS is correct and
shoul d be applied for subpart FFFF as well. O her
comenters al so noted that EPA's Em ssions Measurenment
Center staff and industry are working to devel op QA/ QC
procedures for paranetric nonitoring, and they
recommended relying on requirenments in existing rules
until those efforts are finalized. One comenter
consi dered the proposed QA/ QC requirenents for pH probes
and flow neters to be particularly inpractical and
bur densone.

Response: As nentioned previously, the nmonitoring
requirenents in the final rule are based | argely on

subpart SS and, thus, the sections of the proposed rule
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referenced by the commenters (i.e., 863.2475(c) through
(f)) no longer apply. We have deleted these QA/ QC
requirenents for the sane reasons we decided not to
i npl ement simlar proposed QA/ QC requirenents in subpart
SS (67 FR 46260, July 12, 2002). Specifically, we are
currently devel opi ng performance specifications for CPMS
to be foll owed by owners and operators of all sources
subj ect to standards under 40 CFR part 63, which includes
subpart FFFF. Also, subpart SS currently specifies
requi renents for CPMS, and the requirenments of subpart SS
are referenced by 40 CF part 63, subpart FFFF. Even
t hough they may not be as specific as those proposed, we
decided it would be premature to pronul gate performance
specifications for subpart FFFF when the perfornmance
specifications that would ultimately be promnul gated for
all 40 CFR part 63 may be significantly different.

Coment: Several comenters objected to the
proposed requirement in 863.2475(g) to install,
calibrate, and operate a flow indicator at the inlet or
outlet of a control device if the flow to that control
device could be intermttent. One comenter recomended
t hat 863.2475(g) be del eted because the cl osed-vent

system bypass nonitoring provisions of subpart SS already
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i ndi cate whether a control device is being bypassed.
Simlarly, the second commenter questioned the need for
flow indicators and asserted that if the concern is
di version of the vent to the atnosphere, then this
prohi bition should be so stated. That commenter was al so
concerned that, since essentially all batch process vents
have intermttent flows, the requirenment for fl ow
i ndicators on vents with intermttent flows transl ates
into the installation of numerous flow indicators with
hi gh QA/ QC costs. The comrenter noted that car seals or
mont hl'y i nspections are allowed in other rules and
requested that the flow indicator requirenment be
wi t hdrawn, or that we explain how the expense in
mai nt ai ni ng such devices translates into an environnent al
benefit. A third commenter also questioned whether the
intent was to detect no flow or to detect when a bypass
is occurring. The commenter contended that detecting no
flow for batch processes is not useful because the flows
are intermttent. |If the intent is to detect bypasses to
t he atnosphere, the comenter requested that the final
rule incorporate text from40 CFR 63.114(d)(1) and (2) to
clarify the intent.

Two commenters requested that the final rule all ow
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the follow ng alternatives to the use of flow indicators:
i ndi cators of vent gas flow, such as duct positions or
fan operation; and the use of on/off interlock type
devi ces that are not subject to calibration. One
comment er contended that maintaining records of an
interlocked valve limt-switch position should be
sufficient when the valve only opens to allow fl ow when
pressure is above a specified |evel.

Response: The commenters are confusing the
requi rement in 863.2475(g) of the proposed rule with the
requirenment in Iltem4 of Table 5 of the proposed rule.
Table 5 of the proposed rule would require a flow
indicator in a bypass line to indicate any diversion of
flow fromthe control device. On the other hand, the
proposed requi rement in 863.2475(g) to install,
calibrate, and operate a flow indicator at the inlet or
outlet of a control device if the flowto that control
device could be intermttent is for identifying periods
when nonitored paraneter readings should not be included
in the daily or block average. This provision was
i ncl uded because periods of no flow are equivalent to
periods of non-operation (i.e., the control device is not

actually reduci ng em ssions during these periods and,
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t herefore, should not be used to denonstrate ongoi ng
conpl i ance).

Bot h provi sions have been retained in the fina
rule. The requirenents for bypass lines are specified in
40 CFR 63.983(a)(3), which are referenced from 863. 2450
of the final rule. The requirenent to use flow
indicators to identify periods of no flow through control
devices is specified in 863.2460(c)(7) of the final rule.
We also note that the final rule allows the use of car
seal s and | ock and key configurations as an alternative
to the use of flow indicators in bypass |ines.
Furthernore, the definition of “flow indicator” in 40 CFR
63. 981 does not restrict the type of device that can be
used as a flow indicator in a bypass line. However, we
have not allowed seal nechanism alternatives in
863.2460(c)(7) of the final rule because these techniques
cannot identify periods of no flow through a control
devi ce.

The definition of “flow indicator” in 40 CFR 63.981
is also inadequate for the purposes of 863.2460(c)(7) of
the final rule because it includes any device that only
i ndi cat es whet her the valve position would all ow gas fl ow

to be present in the control device. Therefore, the
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final rule specifies that for the purposes of
863.2460(c)(7), “flow indicator” neans a device which
i ndi cates whether gas flowis present in a line. Also
note that the required nunmber of flow indicators required
by 863.2460(c)(7) is related to the nunber of control
devi ces, not the nunber of batch process vents.

Comment: One commenter clainmed that the requirenent
not to use periods of “no-flow’ in data averages is
i npossi ble to neet because nost regul ated streans have
many periods of no flow (i.e., nore than 25 percent of
the tinme) and, thus, this requirenent would force
nonconpliance with the data availability requirenent.
The comrenter contended that no flow periods are only
rel evant when flow is the paranmeter being nonitored
(e.g., scrubber flow). The comenter noted that, where
t he paraneter being nonitoring is not flow, then as | ong
as the control device is operating properly (e.g., flare
has pilot flame, combustion device is operating at or
above its mninmumtenperature), the rule requirenents are
met, regardl ess of flow.

Response: W decided to retain the “no flow
provision in the final rule. This provision is

consistent with 40 CFR part 63, subpart GGG It was
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added to subpart GGG to ensure that a source would not
incur a “deviation” fromthe operating limts during

peri ods when there are no HAP em ssions being routed to
the control device. For the same reason, it is
applicable to the m scell aneous organi c chem cal

manuf acturing source category as well. W also note that
periods of no flow are excluded fromthe operating hours
when cal cul ating the 75 percent data availability

requi renent and, therefore, excluding these data will not
result in non-conpliance with the data availability

requi renents.

L. Recor dkeepi ng _and Reporting

Comment: Several commenters suggested noving the
necessary recordkeeping elenments fromthe definition of
“operating scenario” to a new paragraph in the
recordkeepi ng section (863.2525). |In addition, the
commenters recomended excl uding the foll ow ng
requi renments fromboth the definition and the new
recordkeepi ng section: a description of em ssion episode
durations and a listing of vent-by-vent control |evels
for every operating scenario. Several comenters also
expressed concern with the provision that a change in any

of the elenents of the definition constitutes a new
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operating scenario. They considered this provision
burdensome because variations in some of the listed
information (e.g., a change in calculation and
engi neeri ng anal yses) can be construed as requiring
separate operating scenarios even if the variation does
not change the applicable requirenments. One comrenter
stated that the manufacture of a new product in existing
nondedi cat ed equi pnent should not trigger a new operating
scenari o unless the conpliance approach is different for
the new product than it is for existing products.
Furthernore, the comenter stated that reconfiguring
equi pnment in a process or across processes should not in
and of itself trigger a new operating scenario, unless it
triggers new applicable requirenents.

Response: After considering these suggestions, we
deci ded to nmove the recordkeepi ng el ements fromthe
proposed definition to 863.2525 of the final rule, but we
did not change the recordkeeping elenments thenselves. W
did not exclude the em ssion episode durations fromthe
i st of recordkeepi ng el enents because this is an
essential elenment in the calculation of em ssions for
events such as a purge or a vacuum operation. Note that

if duration is not used in the calculation for a
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particul ar em ssion event or is not necessary in the
conpliance denonstration, there is no need to include it
in the operating scenario. W did not exclude the
requi renment to specify vent-by-vent control |evels
because this information is inmportant when batch process
vents within a process are controlled to different
| evel s. Also, because continuous process vents are
regulated individually, it is inmportant to identify the
actual control level for each vent. |If all vents are
controlled to the sane level, then a sinple statenent
indicating the control level is all that is needed for
t he operating scenari o.

We also clarify in 863.2525 that records are
required of only those elenents that are applicable
(i.e., the level of detail required for sone conpliance
options will be greater than for others). For exanple,
for conpliance with the 20 ppnv outl et concentration
st andard when worst-case conditions are defined by the
conveyance systemlimtations rather than by the process,
it is not necessary to provide em ssion cal cul ations for
vents that are routed to the control device.

Comrent: One commenter reconmmended del eting the

requirenment to submt as part of the conpliance report
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each new operating scenari o operated during the reporting
period. Several other comenters asked that we revise
the | anguage to specifically require only a listing of
t he new operating scenarios in the conpliance reports.
According to one commenter, operating scenarios duplicate
title V requirenments, which is unnecessary and confusi ng.
Anot her commenter stated that the requirenent to submt
each new operating scenario could result in the
generation of a significant quantity of information,
especially for batch processors who have the potenti al
for hundreds of different operating scenarios. One
commenter stated that the requirenment to submt operating
scenarios as part of the conpliance report when there are
devi ations is unwarranted. According to the commenter,
while listing the scenarios under which a source was
operating during nonconpliance events may be necessary,
listing all of the scenarios under which a process unit
m ght be operating is excessive and unnecessary.

Response: The final rule clarifies requirenents for
docunmenti ng and reporting operating scenarios. Qur
position is that submtting operating scenarios is
critical to enforcenent of the final rule, as they

provide much of the information required to denonstrate
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conpliance. Information in operating scenarios also is
the cornerstone of the managenment of change strategy that
was devel oped to address the constantly changi ng
processi ng environnent associated with batch processors.
Al t hough this managenent of change flexibility is
optional at the discretion of the regulatory authority,
40 CFR part 63, subpart FFFF, provides the framework for
i npl ementing the strategy. Therefore, the final rule
retains the requirenent that conplete operating scenarios
nmust be subm tted.

However, we have written the final rule to clarify
that only one copy of any operating scenario nmust be
submtted. Specifically, we wote the final rule to
require that the actual operating scenarios for planned
processes, rather than just a |list of operating
scenarios, nmust be submtted in the NOCS report. Any
operating scenarios in the future for new processes mnust
be submitted in the conpliance report for the reporting
period in which the operating scenario is first operated.
The notification of process change, which for the final
rule is included as part of the conpliance report, nust
contain revised operating scenarios for changes to

exi sting processes. W also elimnated the statenment in
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t he provisions for notification of process changes that
specifies “a process change neans the startup of a new
process” because it is inconsistent with the above
mentioned clarifications. Finally, we deleted the
requi renment to submt operating scenarios wth other
i nformati on about deviations in the conpliance report
because the operating |og, by definition, is a listing of
t he schedul ed operating scenarios, and a copy of the
operating scenarios thensel ves would al ready have been
submtted either as part of the NOCS report or in a
previ ous conpliance report.

Comrent: According to the proposed definition, one
type of deviation is any instance in which an affected
source fails to neet any termor condition that is
adopted to i nplenment an applicable requirenent in 40 CFR
part 63, subpart FFFF, and that is included in the
operating permt for any affected source required to
obtain such a permt. One comenter reconmmended del eting
this language fromthe definition because it appears to
extend the definition to requirenents inposed under title
V, rather than subpart FFFF. For exanple, the comrenter
suggested that if a permtting authority inposes a

t hr oughput requirenment on a storage tank subject to
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subpart FFFF or a NOx Iimt on a control device used to
conply with subpart FFFF, this |anguage could be read to
make any deviation of those limts reportable and a
potential violation under subpart FFFF, as well as under
title V.

Response: W have not deleted the cited | anguage
because we disagree with the comenter’s interpretation
that it extends deviations to requirenents under title V.
Par agraph (2) of the proposed definition of “deviation”
is an inportant clarification. Sources are obligated
under title V and 40 CFR part 70 to report as deviations
any failure to nmeet “any termor condition that is
adopted to i nplenment an applicable requirenent in
[ subpart FFFF] and that is included in the operating
permt for any affected source required to obtain such a
permt.” As such, the paragraph does not add any
addi ti onal obligations. However, it does clarify for
source owners and operators review ng subpart FFFF that
this is their obligation for deviation reporting under
title V.

Coment: Four commenters recommended using different
ternms or significantly changing the definition of

deviation. Two commenters recomended replacing the term
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“deviation” with the term “excursion” throughout the rule
to avoid confusion that could be caused because the
proposed definition of deviation differs fromthe nmeaning
normal ly ascribed to the termin the title V program
One commenter suggested using “excursion” to apply to
situations where the nonitored paraneter is outside of
the required range, and using the term “deviation” to
represent an actual denonstrated excess em ssions event
or nonconformance with a published standard in the rule.

Response: We have not changed the tern nol ogy.
According to the definition, a deviation includes any
instance in which an owner or operator fails to nmeet any
requi rement or obligation established by 40 CFR part 63,
subpart FFFF, including but not limted to any em ssion
limt, operating imt, or work practice standard. An
“excursion,” as defined in 40 CFR part 63, subparts G and
SS, is afailure to neet an operating limt. Therefore,
excursions are a deviation under subpart FFFF.

Coment: One commenter asserted that the attenpt to
ext end deviation reporting to work practices in
863. 2520(d) (5) and (e) of the proposed rule is unclear,
arbitrary, and capricious. The commenter stated that

each work practice standard itself identifies what has to
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be reported in the conpliance report. According to the
comment er, addi ng a new, undefined requirenent to report
“deviations fromthe requirements for work practice
standards in Table 19" just adds confusion and appears to
add a new arbitrary class of deviation that is not
supported in any rul emaking record. |In addition, the
comment er was unsure how we expect facilities to neasure
devi ations from sone of the work practices (e.g.,
fugitive nonitoring) listed in Table 19. Therefore, the
comment er recommended that we renove the requirenment for
devi ation reporting for work practice standards from
863. 2520(d)(5)(i) and (ii), including the list of
information itenms in 863.2520(d)(5)(ii)(A) through (C
(operating tinme, deviations, and operating
| ogs/scenarios). The commenter also recommended del eting

t he phrase “or work practice standard” from 863. 2520(e).
This commenter stated that 863.2520(d)(5)(ii)(B) and
(iiti)(D) and the availability of nore detailed records
are all that are needed to identify deviations.

Response: A deviation is defined, in part, as “any
instance in which an affected source fails to neet any
requi renment or obligation established by this subpart,

including . . . any . . . work practice standard.”
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Specifically, a source nust report “any instance” where
it has not conplied with any work practice standard. For
i nstance, conpliance with the work practice standard for
equi pment | eaks includes nonitoring and inspecting on the
applicable schedule, nmonitoring for the correct | eak
definition, repairing |leaks within the specified
timeframe, and keeping records, as well as reporting the
information specified in 863.1018(a) of 40 CFR part 63,
subpart TT, or 863.1039(b) of 40 CFR part 63, subpart UU.
We would also find this information useful in assessing
conpliance with the work practice standards. |[If a source
failed to repair a leak within the specified tinefrane,
it wuld be required to report that as a deviation.
However, we have decided that submtting operating | ogs
i s unnecessary for deviations fromthe work practice
standard for equi pnent | eaks.

Coment: One commenter requested clarification of
the time period when deviations can occur. According to
the commenter, it is not possible to have a deviation
until operating limts and continuous nonitoring system
(CVMs) paraneters have been established. The comrenter
noted that, as provided in the General Provisions,

conpliance with these limts begins with the subm ssion
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of the NOCS report.

Response: W disagree with the comenter’s
conclusion. Section 112(i)(3) of the CAA statutorily
forbids allowing nore than 3 years fromthe effective
date of the standards to achieve conpliance. Therefore,
at any time after the conpliance date, a source my be
found out of conpliance, even if that is before the NOCS
report is due or the date that performance tests are
conduct ed.

Comrent: Two commenters recommended del eting the
requi renent to submt operating |logs as part of the
conpliance report when there are deviations. According
to the commenters, this requirenent is unclear, in part
because it does not define “operating |ogs,” which could
be broadly interpreted and will nean different things to
different people; it will not benefit EPA in conpliance
reviews because operating | ogs do not contain information
rel evant to a nonconpliance event, and they may not
reflect the actual cause of the event; and it is
burdensome. As an exanple of the potential burden, one
commenter noted that, for a source nonitoring 50,000
conponents nmonthly for 6 nonths, a deviation fromthe

equi pnent | eak work practice standard would require a
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submttal of 4,500 pages of operating |ogs (based on
300, 000 conponent readings at 66 |ines per page).

Response: The operating log, which is a record
requi red by 863.2525(c) of the final rule, is sinply a
schedule or list of the operating scenarios that have
been run. We clarified this requirenment in the final
rule by stating it is to be “updated each tine a
different operating scenario is put into operation.” The
reporting requirenment in 863.2520(e)(5)(iii)(K) of the
final rule has also been witten to clarify that the
operating log is only required for days during which
devi ati ons occurred. Furthernore, since deviations of
t he work practice standard for equi pnent | eaks are
unlikely to be associated with a single operating day,
the final rule specifies that | ogs do not have to be
submtted for such deviations.

Coment: Two commenters reconmended del eting the
preconpliance report. One of the comenters noted that a
preconpliance report is not required by the HON.
According to the second commenter, the preconpliance
report duplicates the review and approval process of
title V and the content of the NOCS report and greatly

reduces avail able conpliance time. The commenter also
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argued that the preconpliance report is unworkabl e
because it requires data that can only be obtained from
t he performance test and from operating experience.

Response: We contend that the preconpliance report
is a valuable tool for the regul atory agency responsible
for making conpliance determ nations for the affected
source. |Its purpose differs significantly fromthe
conpliance plan that is part of the title V requirenents.
It provides an enforcenent official or inspector with
sone initial background information about the process
being controlled, the types of em ssions associated with
t he process, correspondi ng control equi pment, and the
nmoni tori ng paranmeters that have been or will be
correlated to the process conditions.

A preconpliance report is not required for al
facilities. The main purpose of the preconpliance report
is that it is the mechanism by which an affected source
requests approval to use alternative nonitoring
paranmeters, alternative techniques allowed in the fina
rule (e.g., pollution prevention), and cal cul ations or
ot her conpliance procedures that differ fromthose
prescribed in the final rule. In return for this

flexibility, it is inportant that alternative procedures
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be approved before the conpliance date to ensure that
there is no nonconpliance resulting from selection of an
unaccept abl e approach. Furthernore, nmany of the
alternative techniques in the final rule are nore
conplicated than standard requirenments |ike those in the
HON. Therefore, we have retained the preconpliance
report in the final rule.

Comment: Two commenters clainmed that nmuch of the
information required to be submtted in the NOCS report
is already required by the referenced subparts or the
General Provisions, and the additional information that
must be submitted under the proposed rule is excessive.

Response: In general, the final rule references the
notification requirenments in the applicable subparts
(i.e., 40 CFR part 63, subparts G SS, and GGG) and
specifies only the necessary exceptions and additi onal
requi renents. However, the overall requirenents are the
sane as the proposal. We generally disagree with the
comment er regarding the request to delete requirenents
beyond those in the referenced subparts. For exanpl e,
requirenments to identify operating scenari os are
applicable to continuous operations. Because the

operating scenario need only be as detailed as necessary
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to denonstrate conpliance with the final rule, the
operating scenario for a continuous operation nmay not
require as much information as one for batch operations.
If, for exanple, a continuous operation has only
conti nuous process vents and storage tanks, no
cal cul ati on of uncontrolled or controlled enm ssions is
necessary to satisfy the requirenment of 863.2525(b)(7) of
the final rule; instead, calculations and engineering
anal yses consi st of TRE cal cul ations for the continuous
vents. We note that for every elenment of the operating
scenari o described in 863.2525(b), information is
required that is necessary to docunent how the source is
conplying with 40 CFR part 63, subpart FFFF. However, we
have al so made sone changes and clarifications to the
NOCS requirenments. For exanple, for operating limts,
only the resulting values are to be reported, and the
procedure used to establish themis supporting
docunentation that is maintained as a record. For
applicability, only the results of applicability
determ nations have to be submtted. Supporting
docunentation is maintained as a record under
863. 2525(a) (1).

Coment: Several comenters requested the follow ng
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changes in the conpliance reporting schedul e and due
dates: (1) clarify when the first report is due because
t he proposed | anguage appears to be internally
i nconsistent, (2) change the beginning date of the first
reporting period to the date the notification of
conpliance status is due rather than the conpliance date,
and (3) allow 60 days rather than 30 days to prepare the
report after the end of the reporting period.

Response: The final rule clarifies our intent that
the first reporting period is to span a period between 6
and 12 nonths. To be consistent with other rules, we
al so decided to provide 60 days to prepare the conpliance
reports. Although we have decided to make the
notification of conpliance status due 150 days after the
conpliance date rather than by the conpliance date, the
reporting period for the first conpliance report is
unchanged in the final rule because sources nust be
operating nonitoring equipment and conducti ng ot her
ongoi ng conpliance activities beginning on the conpliance
dat e.

Comment: Two commenters were concerned that sonme of
data that nust be submitted in the preconpliance report

are CBI and should not be required. Comenters also are
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concerned that some of the requested information for
operating scenarios is CBI

Response: W recognize that certain information
needed to conplete the preconpliance report and operating
scenarios in the NOCS report may be confidenti al.
Preconpliance and NOCS reports are considered to be
submtted to the Adm nistrator under CAA section 114 even
if they are submtted to a State or |ocal agency acting
on the Adm nistrator’s behalf (40 CFR 2.301(b)(2)) and,
as such, are entitled to protection under section 114(c)
of the CAA or 40 CFR 2.201-2. 311, provided they neet the
criteria set forth in the statute and regul ations. |If
you claimthat any portion of these reports is entitled
to such protection, the material that is clainmed as
confidential nust be clearly designated in the
subm ssi on.

Coment: Several comenters objected to the
notification of process change requirenments in
863. 2515(f) of the proposed rule. One commenter stated
that the requirement to report any process change, change
in operating scenarios, or change in informtion
submtted in the NOCS report would be inpossibly

burdensome for conplex specialty batch processing
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systens, and it would offer no environnmental benefit.
According to the commenter, frequent, even daily, changes
are normal and necessary requirenments of such facilities.
The comrenter stated that facilities should only be
required to report changes that result in non-conformance
with emssion limts or control efficiency requirenents,
or that cause a process to exceed the 10,000 | b/yr
uncontroll ed HAP t hreshol d, thereby triggering conpliance
requi renments under subpart FFFF

Ot her comenters stated that the proposed
notification of process change requirenent is too
expansi ve, inposing a reporting burden which totally
duplicates title V change requirements. One of these
commenters stated that there is no need to submt reports
for a process change unl ess the process change brings
about new applicable requirenments. According to the
commenter, an exanple of a situation where there would be
no need to report is the startup of a new process in an
exi sting MCPU for a new product, or famly of products,
which emts no HAP; or requires no new or different
controls, work practices, or nonitoring; and brings about
no new applicable requirements. Both commenters noted

t hat any process change that generates a new or nodified
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applicable requirement may be anticipated by the facility
and woul d be reported and/or incorporated in the title V
permt. Therefore, according to the two commenters,
provi di ng 60-day prior notifications of process changes
(e.g., in separate notices or in the sem annua
conpliance report) would be unnecessary, wasteful, and
burdensonme. Therefore, the commenters recomended
del eting the notification of process change requirenent
in 863.2515(f).

Response: We disagree with the comenters. These
records are needed to docunent continuous conpliance. As
stated before, the level of detail associated with
information provided in operating scenari os depends on
the conpliance options and strategy chosen. For exanpl e,
we provide concepts |ike standard batches to account for
variability that could be introduced into a process
wi t hout triggering new applicable requirenments. Standard
bat ches mean a range of operating conditions can be
covered as part of a single operating scenario.

Li kewi se, denonstrating initial conpliance under worst-
case conditions neans information in the notification of
conpliance status should rarely change. Therefore, we do

not agree that the requirenents to report process changes
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are unnecessarily burdensone.

M Startup, Shutdown., and Ml function

Coment: Several comenters requested changes to
the definition of “startup.” Their primary concern is
the statenent that excludes the first tinme equipnent is
put into operation after a shutdown for naintenance and
at the start of a canpaign to produce a product that has
been produced in the past. One commenter stated that
actions to bring a batch canpaign online, regardl ess of
whet her previous canpai gns of that product have been run
in the past, to be conpletely different and nore conpl ex
than the routine activities conducted between batches
wi thin a canpaign, and these operations are not al ways
predi ctable. Another comenter indicated startups should
apply after shutdowns for naintenance to avoid safety and
envi ronnental issues associated with trying to run
controls with air and/or inerts in the system Finally,
one commenter clained the exclusions are illegal because
we did not collect information for periods of SSM

Several comenters al so opposed the exclusions from
the definition of “shutdown” for the cessation of a batch
process at both the end of a canpaign and for routine

mai nt enance. According to one commenter, shutting down a
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process unit after a canpaign involves conpletely
different and nore conpl ex procedures than those
conduct ed between batches in a canpaign; these operations
are not always predictable, and there is no difference
bet ween shutting down between canpai gns and a mai nt enance
shut down down of a continuous process after a production
run.

Response: We have considered simlar comrents on
previ ous rul emaki ngs involving batch processors.
Comrenters in the past suggested that operating practices
for controls used with batch processes are the sane as
those for controls used with continuous processes and
argued for simlar provisions. Qur response was to
provide a definition of startup and shutdown that would
consi der situations when operators would be unfam i ar
with the equi pment operation or it mght not be possible
to follow standard operating procedures. However, we
t hought that a startup after mai ntenance, after sw tching
to a product that has been produced in the past, or the
startups between batches during a canpaign are al
routine, normal operating conditions that should result
in the sane standard batch. Simlarly, we considered

shutdown at the end of a canpai gn, between batches, or
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for planned, preventative maintenance to be nornmal
operations and resulting in the same standard batch. CQur
rational e for providing separate requirenents for
continuous processes was that a startup or shutdown for
any reason results in operation under conditions
different fromthe normal steady-state operation, which
is not the case for batch operations.

We accept the commenters’ statement that actions to
bring a batch canpaign on-line, regardl ess of whether
previ ous canpai gns of that product have been run, or
after a shutdown for maintenance, could be conpletely
different and nore conplex than the routine activities
conducted between batches within a canpaign. This could
al so be the case, as commenters argue, after cessation of
operation for various reasons. Therefore, we are
persuaded that when these operations are outside of
operations covered by a standard batch (or a nonstandard
batch, as descri bed below), that they should be covered
by the SSM provi sions.

Related to this issue is our concept of nonstandard
bat ch, which describes a situation where operations are
conducted outside the range of conditions established by

a standard batch or where steps are repeated or del eted
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that contribute to em ssions fromthe batch and,

t herefore, must be considered in determ ning conpliance.
For example, if Q¥ QC netrics are not net at a certain
step of a process, and a material nust be recrystallized
or purified to a greater degree than originally

prescri bed by the standard operating procedure, extended
processi ng steps nust be considered. In these instances,
owners and operators are required to calculate em ssions
fromthe nonstandard batch and verify conpliance with the
standards. These instances woul d not be considered part
of the SSM provisions because they can be reasonably
anticipated. As a result, we have defined the term
“nonstandard batch” in the final rule to describe
situations that are not standard batches, but also are
not mal functi ons.

Comrent: One commenter asserted that SSM provisions
in proposed 863.2490 are unlawful. According to the
commenter, allow ng sources to avoid enforcenment actions
merely by denonstrating that they were in conpliance with
their own SSM pl ans necessarily allows themto operate in
| ess than continuous conpliance even if their deviations
wer e avoi dable. The comenter indicated that the CAA

makes it clear that sources nmust be in conpliance with
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em ssions standards continuously, except for unavoi dable
devi ati ons duri ng SSM

Response: W recently adopted final anendnents to
t he General Provisions which address the concerns raised
by the comenter (68 FR 32586, May 30, 2003). The final
amendnments clarify that 863.6(e)(1)(i) establishes a
general duty to mnimze em ssions. During a period of
SSM that general duty requires an owner or operator to
reduce em ssions to the greatest extent consistent with
saf ety and good air pollution control practices.
However, “during an SSM event, the general duty to
m nimze em ssions does not require an owner or operator
to achieve the levels required by the applicable MACT
standard at other times, or to make further efforts to
reduce em ssions if such |evels have been successfully
achieved.” As discussed in the preanble to the final
amendnents, we disagree with the commenter’s | ega
position that sources’ conpliance with SSMP requirenents
in lieu of applicable em ssion standards is perm ssible
only where violations of emssion limtations are
“unavoi dable.” As stated in the preanble to the final
amendnents to the General Provisions, “[w]e believe that

we have discretion to make reasonabl e distinctions
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concerning those particular activities to which the

em ssion limtations in a MACT standard apply .

However, we note that the general duty to mnimze

em ssions is intended to be a |legally enforceabl e duty
whi ch applies when the em ssion limtations in a MACT
standard do not apply, thereby limting exceedances of
generally applicable emssion |[imtations to those

i nstances where they cannot be reasonably avoided.” (68
FR 32590, May 30, 2003). We further explained that the
general duty to mnim ze em ssions requires that owners
or operators review their SSMP on an ongoi ng basis and
make appropriate i nprovenments to ensure that excess

em ssions are avoi ded.

Comrent: Several comrenters disagreed with a nunber
of the proposed SSM requirenents. They indicated that
noni t ored paraneter val ues during periods of SSM shoul d
not be included in daily averages, and that to do so
distorts the results for periods of normal operation and
is inconsistent with the General Provisions and previous
rules. Commenters also stated that it is not possible to
have a deviation fromthe em ssion [imt or work practice
standard during SSM periods because the only requirenent

during such periods is to conmply with the SSMP.
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Therefore, the commenters stated that the definition of
“deviation” is inconsistent with the General Provisions
and shoul d be changed to delete the statenent that
conflicts with this point, and there should be no

requi rement to docunent deviations during SSM periods in
the conpliance reports. According to the comenters,
records of every SSM event, as required by the CGeneral
Provi si ons, are unnecessary and wasteful. The commenters
recommended replacing this provision, |ike in many ot her
rules, with a requirenment to keep records only of events
during which excess em ssions occur. Finally, comenters
recommended deleting the requirement to submt an

i medi ate SSM report each tinme actions taken differ from
t he SSMP.

Response: W disagree with the comment that the
definition of deviation is inconsistent with the General
Provisions. As recently anended, 40 CFR 63.6(e) (1) (i)
requires operation at all tinmes (including periods of
SSM in a manner consistent with safety and good air
pol lution control practices for mnimzing em ssions.

The CGeneral Provisions state that the general duty to
m nimze em ssions during a period of SSM does not

require the owner or operator to achieve em ssion |evels
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t hat woul d be required by the applicable standard at
other tinmes if this is not consistent with safety and
good air pollution control practices, thus allow ng for
conpliance with the SSMP in the event that the standard
cannot ot herwi se be met. However, we further clarified
in the recent anmendnments that a source will not be
considered to have satisfied the duty to m nim ze
em ssions nerely because it conplied with an inadequate
SSMP. Furthernore, the General Provisions do not say
t here cannot be a deviation during periods of SSM They
only state (in 863.7(e)(1)) that em ssions in excess of
the | evel of the relevant standard during periods of SSM
shal |l not be considered a violation of the relevant
standard, unless a determ nation of nonconpliance is mde
under 863.6(e). As discussed in response to the previous
comrent, recent final amendnents to the General
Provi si ons changed 863.6(e) to clarify a source’s
conpliance obligations during SSM events. As noted
previously, the final rule references nost of the
requirenments in 40 CFR part 63, subpart SS. For
calculating daily averages, subpart SS specifies that
nmonitoring data coll ected during periods of SSM are to be

excl uded. However, we excluded this provision from 40
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CFR part 63, subpart FFFF. |If data from SSM events are
excluded fromthe daily (or block) average, then we would
not have sufficient information to assess whether a
devi ati on has occurred for a day containing a reported
SSM event that we subsequently determ ne is not properly
an SSM event.

Anot her requirement in subpart SS is that records of
SSM events (i.e., confirmation that actions taken were
consistent with the SSMP or a description of any
i nconsi stent actions) nust be maintained only if excess
em ssions occur. For the final subpart FFFF, we deci ded
that this requirenent, rather than records of every SSM
event as specified in the General Provisions, provides
sufficient information about SSM events (note that it
applies for all SSM periods, not just those subject to
subpart SS), which neans determ nation of excess
em ssions is critical. The final rule defines excess
eni ssions as “em ssions greater than those all owed by the
emssion limt.” Wen a CMS is used to denonstrate
conpliance with an operating limt, this neans excess
em ssions occur when the operating limt is not nmet. As
not ed above, conpliance with an operating limt is based

on a daily or block average, not an average over shorter
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periods such as a period of SSM Thus, SSMrecords are
required for each SSM event that occurs when you have a
devi ation of the operating limt for the day or bl ock.

We di sagree with the comenter’s contention that
sources should not be required to report deviations that
occur during SSM events. Reporting of deviations from
emssion limts, operating limts, and work practice
st andards that occur during SSM events i s necessary
because events clainmed to be SSM events by the source may
not be viewed as approved SSM events by EPA.
Furthernmore, 863.998(c)(1)(ii)(E) and (d)(3) of subpart
SS already require records of each SSM event during which
excess em ssions occur, and as such the additional
requi renment to report such records is not unduly
bur densone.

We agree that inmmedi ate notifications are not
necessary. The industries covered by this source
category generally have extensive upset/SSM reporting
requi renments under the Conprehensive Environnment al
Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act and state
reporting requirenents that should be adequate in
supplying tinmely notification of events. Further, the

final rule requires information regardi ng actions



inconsistent with the SSMP to be submtted in sem annual
conpliance reports. For these reasons, and to maintain
consi stency with the HON and the CAR rules, we have
overridden the imediate SSM reporting required by
8863.6(e)(3)(iv) and 63.10(d)(5)(ii) of the General
Provi si ons.

N. Change Managenent

Coment: Regarding EPA's solicitation of comments
concerni ng process change managenment, one comenter
suggested relying on the title V constructions for
process change managenment whenever possible. According
to the commenter, addi ng change managenent provisions to
the rule (beyond requiring facilities that change the
underlying potential to emt assunptions to conply with
t he construction and/ or operating permt requirenents of
their permtting authority) could only be justified when
a canpaign is introduced that changes the underlying
eval uati on of the worst case for a specific production
unit. O herw se, the comenter argued, any additional
change managenent requirenments would just increase the
conpliance burden on already overworked permtting
authorities.

The comrenter specifically requested that

863. 2515(f) be nodified to exenpt from separate reporting
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any process change that is nmanaged according to
regul ati ons and procedures required by a permtting
aut hority under an approved title V program The
commenter requested that facilities that process such a
change request through the title V program or incorporate
the change into a title V permt should only have to
designate in that filing how the change inpacts the 40
CFR part 63, subpart FFFF, conpliance program at the
facility. According to the commenter, this change woul d
significantly decrease the burden on permtting
authorities and facilities by requiring the permtting
authorities to manage the same issue only once.

Regardi ng the solicitation of comments about change
managenent being required for facilities conplying with
the alternate standard, the commenter stated that, for
any facility restricting control device enm ssions to a
docunmented 20 ppnmv, the activities occurring before the
control device are not able to significantly change the
em ssions profile to the environnent as |ong as the
maxi mum air flow through the control device does not
change.

Response: Qur intent in requiring operating

scenari os, testing under worst-case conditions, and
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specification of conditions under which process changes
are reported is to provide a framework for managi ng
changes that may be frequent because of the nature of
batch specialty chem cal processing operations wthout
i ntroduci ng additional burden on permtting authorities
and facilities. W intend, for exanple, that the
standard batch and overall operating scenario cover the
antici pated range of conditions of a process; only in
cases where a change is nade that would fall outside of
t he standard batch would a new standard batch and
operating scenario be required. However, we consider it
i nappropriate for the final rule to exenpt any process
change that is managed according to title V, as one
comment er requested. For all practical purposes, 40 CFR
part 63, subpart FFFF, specifies the information required
to determ ne applicable requirenents for the MACT
standards that are incorporated into the title V permts.
Finally, the final rule is consistent with the
commenter’s proposed approach to managi ng change for a
process in which a control device is tested under worst-
case conditions using limtations of the capture and
conveyance system The operating scenario in this case

is sinple, and no detailed information on the em ssion
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events controlled by the device are necessary. Likew se,
if a process change occurred in the process, no new
operating scenario is required because the existing
operating scenario still applies.

Coment: One commenter made two comments regarding
EPA's solicitation of coments on process change
managenent as it relates to title V permts. First,
noting that the solicitation of comments specifically
referenced the Pharmaceuticals Production MACT, the
comrenter stated that the consideration under that rule
authorizing States to allow facilities to introduce new
processes into existing equipnent or install stockpiled
equi pnent wi thout reopening title V permts would apply
with equal force to 40 CFR part 63, subpart FFFF. The
commenter noted that many batch and specialty chem cal
facilities frequently introduce new processes into
exi sting equipnment or install stockpiled equipnent.
According to the commenter, such facilities need to have
the flexibility to respond quickly to the results of
their research and devel opnent activities and changes in
mar ket conditions in a cost-effective manner and w t hout
opening a lengthy permtting process. Therefore, the

comment er recommended that we provide a discussion of
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change managenent for subpart FFFF that is simlar to
that provided in the preanble to the final
Phar maceuti cal s Producti on MACT.

Second, the commenter noted that the Pharmaceuticals
Producti on MACT encouraged States to allow for flexible
permtting of facilities and avoid permt revisions where
reasonably anticipated alternative operating scenari os
can be established in title V permts and supported wth
detail ed operating logs. The comenter al so noted that
t he pharnmaceutical s change strategy authorized new
process equi pnent to be brought into service, wthout
permt nodification, where it is either |ike-kind
repl acenent or existing onsite equipnment not in current
service. According to the commenter, the m scel | aneous
organi ¢ chem cal manufacturing source category would
i nvol ve the sanme industry contacts and supporting
rationales that we cited in the Pharmaceuticals
Producti on NESHAP. Therefore, the comrenter reconmended
that we include simlar provisions in subpart FFFF.

Response: As the commenter noted, the preanble to
t he final Pharmaceuticals Production NESHAP (63 FR 50309,
Sept enber 21, 1998) provided a detail ed di scussion of

change managenment procedures as applied to
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phar maceuti cal s producti on. W have decided not to
include a simlar discussion here. Sources subject to 40
CFR part 63, subpart FFFF, may discuss their interest in
change managenent procedures with EPA or the appropriate
permtting authority on an individual basis.

O. Overl apping Requirenents

Comment: Several commenters requested that the rule
i nclude | anguage to address potential overlap between 40
CFR part 63, subpart FFFF, and various 40 CFR part 60 and
part 61 rules. Each commenter was concerned with a
different group of rules, but collectively they include
subparts K, Ka, Kb, Vv, DDD, Ill, NNN, and RRR in part 60
and subparts V, Y, BB, and FF in part 61. Typically, the
commenters requested | anguage consistent with | anguage in
ot her rules such as the HON, or |anguage specifying that
conpliance with subpart FFFF constitutes conpliance with
an overl apping rule. For vents in an MCPU that contain
no HAP but are subject to control under 40 CFR part 60,
subparts DDD, 11, NNN, and RRR, one commenter requested
a provision that would allow facilities to opt to neet
t he continuous process vent requirenments of subpart FFFF
in lieu of continuing to conply with the NSPS

requi renents.
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Response: W agree that there is a need to address
potential overlap between subpart FFFF and vari ous part
60 and part 61 rules, and we have witten the final rule
accordingly. In general, the |anguage is consistent with
| anguage in previous rules. For exanple, the final rule
i ncl udes | anguage consi stent with 863.110(e)(1) for
overlap with subpart FF of part 61. To address overl ap
with subpart BB of part 61, we included | anguage
consistent with |anguage in 863.110(c) of the HON. W
al so included | anguage for overlap with subpart DDD of
part 60 that is simlar to the proposed | anguage for
subparts 11, NNN, and RRR. In addition, for an MCPU
with process vents that contain no HAP, but are subject
to control requirenments under subpart DDD, 11, NNN, or
RRR, the final rule also includes the suggestion to all ow
conpliance with the control requirenents in subpart FFFF
for Goup 1 process vents. |In each case, the total
organi ¢ conmpounds (TOC) nust be considered as if they are
organi ¢ HAP for purposes of conpliance with subpart FFFF
For storage tanks subject to both subpart FFFF and 40 CFR
part 60, subpart Kb, we decided to keep the proposed
| anguage and add another option. The new option in the

final rule specifies that if control is required under
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subpart Kb and the tank is assigned to an MCPU, then
conpliance with the requirenments for Goup 1 storage
t anks under subpart FFFF constitutes conpliance with
subpart Kb. Since the conpliance requirenents of 40 CFR
part 61, subpart Y, are simlar to the requirenments in
subpart Kb, we have decided to address overlap wth
subpart Y of part 61 by including | anguage in the final
rule that is consistent with the | anguage used to address
overlap with subpart Kb. W have not included | anguage
to address overlap with subparts K and Ka of part 60
because these rules apply to tanks storing petrol eum
i quids, which are not included in the m scell aneous
organi ¢ chem cal manufacturing source category. Finally,
the final rule specifies that conpliance with subpart
FFFF constitutes conpliance with subpart V in part 61 and
subpart VWV in part 60; alternatively, if you have an
affected source with equi pnment subject to subpart Vin
part 61 or subpart VV in part 60, you may elect to conply
solely with either subpart FFFF or the other applicable
rul e.

Comment: Comenters stated that the proposed
applicability provisions and definitions do not go far

enough to prevent nmultipurpose equi pnent from being



subject to nore than one MACT standard. Comenters
suggested exenpting all operations subject to another
part 63 rule; designating subpart FFFF as the single
applicable rule, or allowing facilities to pick any one
of the applicable MACT rul es; and using “primary product”
and process unit group (PUG concepts for clarifying
applicability.

Response: We recognize that 40 CFR part 63, subpart
FFFF, will affect manufacturers of specialty chem cals
and ot her products whose nultipurpose production
processes are subject to other MACT standards, creating
situations where there are overl apping requirenments. The
chal l enge is how to consolidate overl appi ng requirenents
and still mintain the MACT reductions anticipated from
each of the various standards. Many MACT standards that
regul ate specialty chem cals, pesticide active
i ngredients (PAI), SOCM, and polyners and resins have
specific |l anguage relating to overlap. The predom nant
nmet hod of addressing possible overlap is by designating a
primary product and requiring conpliance with the final
rule that applies to the prinmary product at all tines
when the flexible process unit is operating. The
presunption is that the equi pnment should be regul at ed

according to the standard that effectively applies for a
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maj ority of products produced.

After considering the provisions in previous rules,
we decided to include in the final rule a provision that
is essentially the same as in the PAl rule. This
provision is based on developing a PUG froma coll ection
of multipurpose equi pnent, determ ning the primary
product for the PUG and, generally, conplying with the
rule that applies to the primary product for all process
units within the PUG If the primary product is
determ ned to be m scell aneous organi c chem cal
manuf acturing materials, then you nust conply with
subpart FFFF for all process units in the PUG If the
primary product is determ ned to be pharnmaceuti cal
products or PAl, then you nmust conply with 40 CFR part
63, subpart GGG or subpart MW respectively, for al
MCPU in the PUG  Although we consider it unlikely, it is
possi bl e that the primary product of a PUG as determ ned
according to the procedures in subpart FFFF, could be
mat eri al subject to another MACT rule such as 40 CFR part
63, subpart JJJ, even though it was not determ ned to be
the primary product according to the procedures in
subpart JJJ (i.e., the PUGis a flexible operation unit

under subpart JJJ). In this case, subpart FFFF only



201

requires conpliance with subpart FFFF for the MCPU in the
PUG.

The PUG concept also overrides certain applicability
provi sions in other overl apping standards. For exanple,
if the primary product of a PUG that is also a flexible
operation unit for the purposes of subpart JJJ is
determ ned to be an m scel | aneous organi c chem cal
manuf acturi ng product, then the redeterm nation
procedures for nonaffected units in subpart JJJ no | onger
apply. Another exanple is that subpart GGG no | onger
applies to pharmaceutical process units in a PUG for
which the primary product is determ ned to be
m scel | aneous organi ¢ chem cal manufacturing materi al .
Simlarly, if the primary product of a PUG is
m scel | aneous organi ¢ chem cal manufacturing materi al,

t hen any PAl process units in the PUG that previously
were required to conply with subpart MVM now nust conply
with subpart FFFF

A slight difference exists between the PUG | anguage
in the PAl rule and this current PUG | anguage. 1In the
PAl rul e, each process unit in the PUG nust have sone
processi ng equi pnment that overlaps with at |east one

ot her PAlI process unit in the group. For subpart FFFF,
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this restriction has been revised to require only that
each process unit nust have processing equi pnment that
overlaps with any other process unit (of any kind) in the
group. This |anguage allows greater flexibility in
setting the boundaries of the PUG and potentially

i ncreases the nunmber of operations considered as part of
a PUG extending the potential for consolidation of

overl appi ng requirenents and enabling all the operations
consi dered part of a flexible unit operation in earlier
MACT standards to fall into the same PUG  Since the
change al so creates the possibility that PUG devel oped
under subparts MW and FFFF woul d not be identical,
subpart FFFF specifies that an owner or operator may use
a PUG devel oped under subpart MWM rat her than devel opi ng
a PUG under subpart FFFF.

Comment: One commenter stated that the final rule
shoul d specify a date in the future where the MACT
standard for a particular equi pment configuration is
“set” to avoid having to redeterm ne applicability as
processes and equi pment change.

Response: Previous part 63 rules require a
prospective review of the 5 year period fromthe

conpliance date to predict the primary product and, wth



t he exception of the HON, a subsequent periodic

redeterm nation ranging fromevery year to every 5 years,
or upon permanent cessation of the primary product
production. We recognize that redeterm nation is a
burden in that it may require changi ng control strategies
to comply with a different rule if the primary product
changes. To minimze any burden associated with such
changes, the final rule requires a redeterm nation only
if the PUG stops manufacturing the primary product. As
with the initial determ nation, the redeterm nation is
based on a 5-year projection of production. After
redeterm nati on, the PUG becones subject to whatever rule
applies to the new primary product. |In the absence of
earlier declarations that production of the primary
product has ceased, not nmaking the primary product for a
period of 5 years will be considered evidence that

manuf acturing of the primary product has ceased.

Coment: Several comenters requested that we make
sure there is no overlap between the OLD MACT and 40 CFR
part 63, subpart FFFF. Several commenters also asked for
clarification of how to conmply when there is overlap
bet ween subparts FFFF and HHHHH

Response: The preanble to the proposed OLD rul e

stated our intent that all of the distribution sources at
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m scel | aneous organic chem cal manufacturing affected
sources woul d be subject only to subpart FFFF, not the
OLD rule. The proposed OLD rule also states that those
en ssion sources that are controlled under the provisions
of another 40 CFR part 63 NESHAP woul d not be part of the
OLD affected source. Qur position on this issue has not
changed, and we expect to use the sane | anguage in the
final OLD rule. Thus, subpart FFFF does not need to
address overlap between the OLD rul e and subpart FFFF
because there will be no overl ap.

The final rule handles overl apping requirenents
bet ween subparts FFFF and HHHHH t he sane as descri bed
above for overlap between subpart FFFF and ot her part 63
rules. In addition, we have nmade changes to the
definition of m scell aneous organic chem cal
manuf acturing process and to the affected source that are
designed to clarify which equi pnment is subject to subpart
FFFF and which is subject to subpart HHHHH.

Coment: Two commenters requested that the final
rule all ow consolidation of all equipnment |eak LDAR
prograns under 40 CFR part 63, subpart FFFF, or any ot her
single program One of the comenters noted that many

facilities are complying with a nunber of different
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progranms that are effectively equivalent in terns of
envi ronnental protection, and consolidation will reduce
confusion and elimnate significant enforcenment effort by
EPA and States in determ ning which LDAR program applies
to which portion of a facility.

Response: The final rule allows for considerable
consol idation of LDAR programs and specifies that
conpliance with subpart FFFF constitutes conpliance with
40 CFR part 60, subpart VV, and 40 CFR part 61, subpart
V. Furthernore, 863.2535(d) of the final rule specifies
that an owner or operator with an affected source under
subpart FFFF and equi pnment subject to either 40 CFR part
63, subpart GGG or MM nmay elect to conply with subpart
GGG or MW respectively, for all such equi pnment. The
final rule also allows an owner or operator to elect to
conply with the LDAR requirements in 40 CFR part 65,
subpart F (i.e., the CAR)

V. Statutory and Executive Order Reviews

A. Executive Order 12866: Requl atory Pl anni ng and Revi ew

Under Executive Order 12866 (58 FR 51735,
Cct ober 4, 1993), the EPA nust determ ne whether the
regul atory action is "significant” and therefore subject

to review by the O fice of Managenment and Budget (OVB)
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and the requirenents of the Executive Order. The
Executive Order defines a "significant regulatory action”
as one that is likely to result in a rule that my:

(1) Have an annual effect on the econony of
$100 mllion or nore or adversely affect in a materi al
way the econony, a sector of the econony, productivity,
conpetition, jobs, the environnent, public health or
safety, or State, local, or tribal governnents or
communi ti es;

(2) <create a serious inconsistency or otherw se
interfere with an action taken or planned by anot her
agency;

(3) materially alter the budgetary inpact of
entitlenment, grants, user fees, or |oan prograns or the
ri ghts and obligations of recipients thereof; or

(4) raise novel legal or policy issues arising out
of |l egal mandates, the President's priorities, or the
principles set forth in the Executive Order

Pursuant to the terms of Executive Order 12866, OWVB
has notified EPA that it considers this a “significant
regul atory action” within the nmeani ng of the Executive
Order. The EPA has submtted this action to OVB for

review. Changes nmade in response to OMB suggestions or
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recommendations will be docunented in the public record.

B. Paper wor k Reducti on Act

The information collection requirenments in the final
rul e have been submtted for approval to OVB under the
Paperwor k Reduction Act, 44 U S.C. 3501 et seq. The
information requirenments are not enforceable until OVB
approves them The ICR nunber is 1969.02.

The information requirenments are based on
notification, recordkeeping, and reporting requirenments
in the NESHAP General Provisions (40 CFR part 63, subpart
A), which are mandatory for all operators subject to
NESHAP. These recordkeeping and reporting requirenents
are specifically authorized by section 112 of the CAA (42
US.C 7414). Al information submtted to the EPA
pursuant to the recordkeeping and reporting requirenents
for which a claimof confidentiality is nmade is
saf eguarded according to Agency policies in 40 CFR part
2, subpart B.

The final NESHAP require maintenance inspections of
the control devices but do not require any notifications
or reports beyond those required by the NESHAP Gener al
Provi sions (40 CFR part 63, subpart A). The

recordkeepi ng requirenents collect only the specific
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i nformati on needed to determ ne conpliance.

The annual public reporting and recordkeepi ng burden
for this collection of informati on (averaged over the
first 3 years after the effective date of the final rule)
is estimated to total 71 |abor hours per year at a total
annual cost of $3,150 for 251 respondents. These
estimates include one-tinme subm ssions of notifications
and preconpliance reports, preparation of an SSMP with
sem annual reports for any event when the procedures in
the plan were not followed, preparation of sem annual
conpliance reports, and recordkeeping. Total annualized
capital/startup costs associated with the nonitoring
requi renents for the 3-year period of the ICR are
estimated at $256, 000 per year. Average operation and
mai nt enance costs associated with the nonitoring
requirenents for the 3-year period are estimated at
$92, 000 per year.

Burden neans the total time, effort, or financial
resources expended by persons to generate, maintain,
retain, or disclose or provide information to or for a
Federal agency. This includes the tine needed to review
instructions; devel op, acquire, install, and utilize

technol ogy and systens for the purpose of collecting,
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val idating, and verifying information; adjust the
exi sting ways to conply with any previously applicable
instructions and requirenents; train personnel to respond
to a collection of information; search data sources;
conplete and review the collection of information; and
transmt or otherw se disclose the information.

An Agency may not conduct or sponsor, and a person
is not required to respond to, a collection of
information unless it displays a currently valid OVB
control number. The OVB control nunmber for EPA's
regulations in 40 CFR are in 40 CFR part 9. Wen this
| CR i s approved by OVB, the Agency will publish a
techni cal anmendnent to 40 CFR part 9 in the Federa
Regi ster to display the OMB control nunber for the
approved i nformation collection requirenments contained in
the final rule.

C. Regul atory Flexibility Act

The EPA has determned that it is not necessary to
prepare a regulatory flexibility analysis in connection
with the final rule. The EPA has al so determ ned that
the final rule will not have a significant econoni c
i npact on a substantial nunmber of small entities. For

pur poses of assessing the inpact of the rule on small
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entities, small entity is defined as: (1) a snall
busi ness ranging fromup to 500 enployees to up to 1,000
enpl oyees, depending on the NAICS code; (2) a snall
governnmental jurisdiction that is a government of a city,
county, town, school district, or special district with a
popul ati on of |ess than 50,000; or (3) a smal
organi zation that is any not-for-profit enterprise that
is independently owned and operated and is not dom nant
inits field. The maxi mnum nunber of enpl oyees to be
considered a small business for each NAICS code is shown
in the preanble to the proposed rule (67 FR 16178).

After considering the econom c inpacts of the final
rule on small entities, EPA has concluded that this
action will not have a significant econom c inpact on a
substantial nunber of small entities. Our economc
anal ysis identified as small businesses 27 of the 113
conpani es owni ng affected m scel |l aneous organi ¢ chem cal
manuf acturing facilities. This constitutes 24 percent of
t he affected businesses. Although small businesses
represent 24 percent of the conpanies within the source
category, they are expected to incur 6 percent of the
total industry conpliance costs of $75 mllion.

According to EPA’s econom c assessnent, there is one
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small firmw th conpliance costs equal to or greater than
3 percent of its sales. In addition, there are three
small firnms with cost-to-sales ratios between 1 percent
and 3 percent.

An econom c i npact analysis was perfornmed to
estimte the changes in product price and production
quantities for the firnms affected by 40 CFR part 63,
subpart FFFF. The analysis shows that of the 49
facilities owned by affected small firnms, one is expected
to shut down after the inplenmentation of the
m scel | aneous organi c chem cal manufacturing NESHAP

It should be noted that the baseline economc
condition of the facility predicted to close affects the
closure estimte provided by the econom c nodel, i.e.,
facilities that are already experiencing adverse econom c
conditions will be nore severely inpacted than those that
are not, and that the facility predicted to cl ose appears
to have low profitability levels currently.

Al t hough the m scell aneous organi ¢ chem cal
manuf acturing NESHAP wi ||l not have a significant econom c
i npact on a substantial nunmber of small entities, EPA
nonet hel ess has tried to limt the inpact of the rule on

smal | entities. W have worked closely with the American
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Chem cal Council and the Synthetic Organic Chem cal
Manuf acturers Associ ation. These trade organi zations,
whi ch represent the mpjority of facilities covered by
subpart FFFF, have represented their menbers at
st akehol der neetings throughout the standards devel opnent
process. We also worked with the small chem ca
manuf acturers to develop a format for the process vent
standard that is reasonable for the production of
chem cal s using batch processing in nondedi cat ed
equi pnment and provide several alternative ways to conply
with the standards to allow as nuch flexibility as
possi bl e. Em ssions averagi ng and the pollution
prevention alternative standards hel p those small
entities that have been proactive in reducing their HAP
em ssions and usage, respectively. Another alternative
standard requires the outlet concentration of the control
device to be less than 20 ppmv. Under this alternative,
recordkeeping and reporting requirenents are greatly
reduced. In addition, we have included in the preanble
gui dance for 40 CFR part 70 requirenents to mnim ze
title V permt nodifications for owners and operators
t hat make frequent changes to their processes.

D. Unf unded Mandat es Ref or m Act
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Title Il of the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of 1995
(UVRA), Public Law 104-4, establishes requirenents for
Federal agencies to assess the effects of their
regul atory actions on State, |ocal, and tribal
governnents and the private sector. Under section 202 of
the UVRA, EPA generally nmust prepare a witten statenent,
i ncluding a cost-benefit analysis, for proposed and fi nal
rules with “Federal mandates” that may result in
expenditures by State, local, and tribal governnents, in
aggregate, or by the private sector, of $100 mllion or
more in any 1 year. Before pronmulgating an EPA rule for
which a witten statement is needed, section 205 of the
UVRA generally requires EPA to identify and consider a
reasonabl e nunmber of regulatory alternatives and adopt
the | east-costly, nobst cost-effective, or |east-
burdensome alternative that achieves the objectives of
the rule. The provisions of section 205 do not apply
when they are inconsistent with applicable | aw
Mor eover, section 205 allows EPA to adopt an alternative
ot her than the |east-costly, npbst cost-effective, or
| east - burdensone alternative if the Adm nistrator
publishes with the final rule an explanation why t hat

alternative was not adopted. Before EPA establishes any
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regul atory requirenents that may significantly or
uni quely affect small governnents, including tribal
governnments, it nust have devel oped under section 203 of
the UMRA a small government agency plan. The plan nust
provide for notifying potentially affected small
governnments, enabling officials of affected snal
governnments to have nmeaningful and tinmely input in the
devel opnent of EPA regul atory proposals with significant
Federal intergovernnmental mandates, and inform ng,
educating, and advising small governnents on conpliance
with the regulatory requirenents.

The EPA has determ ned that the final rule does not
contain a Federal mandate that may result in expenditures
of $100 mllion or more for State, local, and tri bal
governnents, in the aggregate, or the private sector in
any 1 year. The maxi num total annual costs of the final
rule for any year is estimated to be about $75 mllion.
Thus, the final rule is not subject to the requirenents
of sections 202 and 205 of the UWMRA

I n addition, the NESHAP contain no regul atory
requi rements that mght significantly or uniquely affect
smal | governments because they contain no requirenents

that apply to such governnents or inpose obligations upon



215

them Therefore, the final rule is not subject to the
requi renments of section 203 of the UMRA.

E. Executive Order 13132: Federalism

Executive Order 13132 (64 FR 43255, August 10,
1999), requires EPA to devel op an accountable process to
ensure “nmeani ngful and tinely input by State and | ocal
officials in the devel opnent of regulatory policies that
have federalisminplications.” “Policies that have
federalisminplications” is defined in the Executive
Order to include regul ations that have “substanti al
direct effects on the States, on the relationship between
t he national governnent and the States, or on the
di stribution of power and responsibilities anong the
various |l evels of governnment.”

The final rule does not have federalism
inplications. It will not have substantial direct
effects on the States, on the relationship between the
nati onal government and the States, or on the
di stribution of power and responsibilities anong the
various |levels of governnment, as specified in Executive
Order 13132. None of the sources are owned or operated
by State or |ocal governments. Thus, Executive Order

13132 does not apply to the final rule.
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F. Executive Order 13175: Consultation and Coordi nation

with I ndian Tribal Governnents

Executive Order 13175, entitled "Consultation and
Coordination with Indian Tribal Governnments"” (65 FR
67249, Novenmber 9, 2000), requires EPA to devel op an
account abl e process to ensure "neani ngful and tinmely
i nput by tribal officials in the devel opnent of
regul atory policies that have tribal inplications.”™ The
final rule does not have tribal inplications. It wll
not have substantial direct effects on tribal
governnments, on the relationship between the Federal
government and Indian tribes, or on the distribution of
power and responsibilities between the Federal governnent
and Indian tribes. No tribal governments own or operate
m scel | aneous organi c chem cal manufacturing process
units. Thus, Executive Order 13175 does not apply to the
final rule.

G. Executive Order 13045: Protection of Children from

Environnental Health and Safety Ri sks

Executive Order 13045, entitled "Protection of
Children from Environnental Health Ri sks and Safety
Ri sks" (62 FR 1985, April 23, 1997) applies to any rule

that: (1) is determned to be “economcally significant”
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as defined under Executive Order 12866, and (2) concerns
an environnental health or safety risk that EPA has
reason to believe may have a disproportionate effect on
children. If the regulatory action neets both criteria,
EPA nust evaluate the environnmental health or safety
effects of the planned rule on children, and expl ain why
t he planned regulation is preferable to other potentially
effective and reasonably feasible alternatives considered
by the Agency.

The EPA interprets Executive Order 13045 as applying
only to those regul atory actions that are based on health
or safety risks, such that the analysis required under
section 5-501 of the Executive Order has the potential to
i nfluence the regulation. The final rule is not subject
to the Executive Order because it is based on technol ogy
performance and not health or safety risks.

H. Executive Order 13211: Actions that Significantly

Af fect Enerqgy Supply., Distribution or Use

The final rule is not a “significant energy action”
as defined in Executive Order 13211, "Actions Concerning
Regul ations that Significantly Affect Energy Supply,

Di stribution, or Use" (66 FR 28355, May 22, 2001) because

it is not likely to have a significant adverse effect on
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t he supply, distribution, or use of energy.
Approximately 51 mllion kwh/yr of electricity will be
needed to operate refrigeration units, fans, and punps
for control systens. Approximately 680 mllion |b/yr of
steamw || be needed to operate steam assist flares and
steam strippers. Approximately 4.3 billion standard
cubic feet per year (scf/yr) of natural gas wll be
needed to operate thermal oxidizers and flares, and about
1.0 billion scf/yr will be needed to generate steam
CGenerating the electricity will consume about 17,700 tpy
of coal

| . Nat i onal Technol ogy Transfer Advancenent Act

Section 12(d) of the National Technol ogy Transfer
and Advancenment Act (NTTAA) of 1995 (Public Law No. 104-
113) (15 U. S.C. 272 note) directs EPA to use voluntary
consensus standards in its regulatory and procurenent
activities unless to do so would be inconsistent with
applicable | aw or otherwi se inpractical. Voluntary
consensus standards are technical standards (e.g.,
mat eri al s specifications, test nmethods, sanpling
procedures, business practices) devel oped or adopted by
one or nore voluntary consensus bodies. The NTTAA

directs EPA to provide Congress, through annual reports
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to OMB, with explanations when an agency does not use
avai | abl e and applicabl e voluntary consensus standards.

The final rule involves technical standards. The
final rule uses EPA Methods 1, 1A, 2, 2A, 2C, 2D, 2F, 2G
3, 3A, 3B, 4, 15, 18, 25, 25A, 305, 316, 320, 624, 625,
1624, 1625, 1666, 1671, 8260, and 8270. Consistent with
the NTTAA, the EPA conducted searches to identify
vol untary consensus standards in addition to these EPA
met hods. The search and review results have been
document ed and placed in the docket for the NESHAP
(Docket OAR-2003-0121). The search for em ssions
nmoni tori ng procedures for measuring em ssions of the HAP
or surrogates subject to emssion limtations in these
NESHAP identified 19 voluntary consensus standards that
appeared to have possible use in |lieu of EPA standard
reference nmet hods. However, after review ng the
avai |l abl e standards, EPA determ ned that 13 of the
candi dat e consensus standards woul d not be practical due
to |l ack of equival ency, docunentation, and validation
data. The 13 standards are: ASME C00031 or Performance
Test Code 19-10-1981, ASTM D3154-91 (1995), ASTM D3464-
96, ASTM D3796-90 (1998), ASTM D5835-95, ASTM D6060- 96,

ASTM E337-84 (Reapproved 1996), CAN CSA Z2232. 2- M 86,
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Eur opean Norm (EN) 12619 (1999), EN 1911-1,2,3 (1998),
| SO 9096: 1992, 1SO 10396: 1993, and |1SO 10780:1994. O
the six remaining candi date consensus standards, the
following five are under devel opnent or under EPA review
ASME/ BSR MFC 12M ASME/ BSR MFC 13m ASTM D5790-95 (1995),
| SO DI S 12039, and | SO FDI S 14965. The EPA plans to
follow, review, and consider adopting these candi date
consensus standards after their devel opment and further
review by EPA is conpl eted.

One consensus standard, ASTM D6420-99, Standard Test
Met hod for Determ nation of Gaseous Organi c Conmpounds by
Direct Interface Gas Chromat ography- Mass Spectronetry
(GCIMS), is appropriate in the cases descri bed bel ow for
inclusion in these NESHAP in addition to the currently
avai |l abl e EPA Method 18 codified at 40 CFR part 60,
appendi x A for nmeasurenent of organic HAP or total
organi ¢ conpounds. Therefore, the standard ASTM D6420- 99
is cited in the final rule.

Simlar to EPA's performance-based Method 18, ASTM
D6420-99 is also a performance-based met hod for
measur enent of gaseous organi c conpounds. However, ASTM
D6420-99 was witten to support the specific use of

hi ghly portable and automated GC/MS. While offering
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advant ages over the traditional Method 18, the ASTM
met hod does allow sonme | ess stringent criteria for
accepting GC/MS results than required by Method 18.
Therefore, ASTM D6420-99 (Docket OAR-2003-0121) is a
suitable alternative to Method 18 only where the target
conpound(s) are those listed in section 1.1 of ASTM
D6420-99; and the target concentration is between 150
ppb(v) and 100 ppm(v).

For target conmpound(s) not listed in Table 1.1 of
ASTM D6420-99, but potentially detected by nass
spectronetry, the regulation specifies that the
addi ti onal system continuing calibration check after each
run, as detailed in Section 10.5.3 of the ASTM net hod,
nmust be followed, nmet, docunented, and submtted with the
data report even if there is no noisture condenser used
or the compound is not considered water soluble. For
target conpound(s) not listed in Section 1.1 of ASTM
D6420-99, and not anenable to detection by nass
spectronetry, ASTM D6420-99 does not apply.

As a result, EPA cites ASTM D6420-99 in subpart FFFF
of part 63. The EPA also cites Method 18 as a gas
chromat ography (GC) option in addition to ASTM D6420-99.

This will allow the continued use of GC configurations
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ot her than GC/ MVS.

Sone EPA testing methods and perfornmance standards
are specified in 8863.2450(g) and 63.2485(h) of subpart
FFFF. Subpart FFFF al so references EPA testing methods
specified in 40 CFR part 63, subparts G and SS. Mbst of
t he standards have been used by States and industry for
nmore than 10 years. Neverthel ess, under 863.7(f), the
final rule also allows any State or source to apply to
EPA for perm ssion to use an alternative nethod in place
of any of the EPA testing nmethods or performance
standards listed in the NESHAP.

J. Congr essi onal Revi ew Act

The Congressional Review Act, 5.U S.C. 801 et seq.
as added by the Small Busi ness Regul atory Enforcenment Act
of 1996, generally provides that before a rule my take
effect, the agency pronulgating the rule nust submt a
rule report, which includes a copy of the rule, to each
House of the Congress and to the Conptroller General of
the United States. The EPA will submt a report
containing this rule and other required information to
the U S. Senate, the U S. House of Representatives, and
the Conptroller General of the United States prior to

publication of the rule in the Federal Reqgister. This
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rule is not a "major rule” as defined by 5 U.S.C. 804(2).
Li st of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 63

Environnmental protection, Adm nistrative practice
and procedure, Air pollution control, Hazardous
substances, Incorporation by reference, I|ntergovernnental

relations, Reporting and recordkeeping requirenments.

Dat ed:

Mari anne Lanpbnt Hori nko
Acting Adm nistrator.
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For the reasons stated in the preanble, title 40, chapter

|, part 63 of the Code of the Federal Regulations is

amended as fol | ows:

PART 63- - [ AVENDED]

1. The authority citation for part 63 continues to read

as follows:

Aut hority: 42 U . S.C. 7401, et seq.

2. Part 63 is anended by adding a new subpart subpart

FFFF to read as foll ows:

Subpart FFFF--National Em ssion Standards for Hazardous

Air Pollutants: M scellaneous Organi c Chemn cal

Manuf acturi ng

Sec.

What this Subpart Covers

63.2430 \What is the purpose of this subpart?

63.2435 Am | subject to the requirenents in this
subpart ?

63. 2440 \What parts of ny plant does this subpart cover?

Conpl i ance Dat es
63. 2445 \Vhen do | have to conply with this subpart?

Em ssion Limts, Wbrk Practice Standards, and Conpliance
Requi rement s

63. 2450 \What are ny general requirenments for conplying
with this subpart?

63. 2455 \Vhat requirenments nust | neet for continuous
process vents?

63. 2460 \What requirenents nust | neet for batch process
vents?
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63. 2465 \What requirenents nust | neet for process vents
that emt hydrogen halide and hal ogen HAP or PM

HAP?
63. 2470 \What requirenments nust | neet for storage tanks?
63. 2475 \hat requirenents nust | neet for transfer
racks?
63.2480 \What requirenents nmust | neet for equi pment
| eaks?

63.2485 \What requirenments nust | neet for wastewater
streans and liquid streans in open systens
wi thin an MCPU?

63. 2490 \What requirenments nust | neet for heat exchange
systens?

Al ternative Means of Conpliance

63.2495 How do | conmply with the pollution prevention
st andard?

63. 2500 How do | conply with em ssions averagi ng?

63.2505 How do | conmply with the alternative standard?

Notifications, Reports, and Records

63. 2515 \What notifications nust | submt and when?
63. 2520 \What reports nmust | submt and when?

63. 2525 \What records nust | keep?

Ot her Requirenents and I nformation

63. 2535 \What conpliance options do | have if part of ny
pl ant is subject to both this subpart and
anot her subpart?

63. 2540 \What parts of the General Provisions apply to
me?

63. 2545 \WWho i nmpl enents and enforces this subpart?

63. 2550 \What definitions apply to this subpart?

Tabl es to Subpart FFFF of Part 63

Table 1 to Subpart FFFF of Part 63 - Em ssion Limts and
Work Practice Standards for Continuous Process Vents
Table 2 to Subpart FFFF of Part 63 - Em ssion Limts and
work Practice Standards for Batch Process Vents

Table 3 to Subpart FFFF of Part 63 - Em ssion Limts for
Hydr ogen Hal i de and Hal ogen HAP Em ssi ons or PM HAP

Em ssions from Process Vents

Table 4 to Subpart FFFF of Part 63 - Em ssion Limts for
St orage Tanks

Table 5 to Subpart FFFF of Part 63 - Em ssion Limts and
Work Practice Standards for Transfer Racks
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Table 6 to Subpart FFFF of Part 63 - Requirenents for
Equi pment Leaks
Table 7 to Subpart FFFF of Part 63 - Requirenments for
Wast ewat er Streams and Liquid Streans in Open Systens
Wthin an MCPU
Table 8 to Subpart FFFF of Part 63 - Partially Sol uble
Hazardous Air Pollutants
Table 9 to Subpart FFFF of Part 63 - Sol ubl e Hazar dous
Air Pollutants
Table 10 to Subpart FFFF of Part 63 - Requirenents for
Heat Exchange Systens
Table 11 to Subpart FFFF of Part 63 - Requirenments for
Reports
Table 12 to Subpart FFFF of Part 63 - Applicability of
CGeneral Provisions (Subpart A) to Subpart FFFF of Part 63

What this Subpart Covers
863. 2430 MWhat is the purpose of this subpart?

This subpart establishes national em ssion standards
for hazardous air pollutants (NESHAP) for m scell aneous
organi ¢ chem cal manufacturing. This subpart also
establishes requirenents to denonstrate initial and
continuous conpliance with the em ssion limts, operating
limts, and work practice standards.

863. 2435 Am | subject to the requirenments in this
subpart ?

(a) You are subject to the requirenents in this
subpart if you own or operate m scell aneous organic
chem cal manufacturing process units (MCPU) that are

| ocated at, or are part of, a major source of hazardous

air pollutants (HAP) em ssions as defined in section
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112(a) of the Clean Air Act (CAA).

(b) An MCPU i ncl udes equi pment necessary to operate
a m scel | aneous organic chem cal manufacturing process,
as defined in 863.2550, that satisfies all of the
conditions specified in paragraphs (b)(1) through (3) of
this section. An MCPU also includes any assigned storage
tanks and product transfer racks; equipment in open
systens that is used to convey or store water having the
same concentration and flow characteristics as
wast ewat er; and conponents such as punps, conpressors,
agitators, pressure relief devices, sanpling connection
systens, open-ended val ves or |ines, valves, connectors,
and instrunentation systens that are used to manufacture
any material or famly of materials described in
paragraphs (b)(1)(i) through (v) of this section.

(1) The MCPU produces material or famly of
materials that is described in paragraph (b)(2)(i), (ii),
(iii), (iv), or (v) of this section.

(i) An organic chem cal or chem cals classified
using the 1987 version of SIC code 282, 283, 284, 285,
286, 287, 289, or 386, except as provided in paragraph
(c)(5) of this section.

(i1) An organic chem cal or chem cals classified
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usi ng the 1997 version of NAICS code 325, except as
provi ded in paragraph (c)(5) of this section.

(ii11) Quaternary anmoni um conpounds and anmmoni um
sul fate produced with caprol actam

(iv) Hydrazine.

(v) Organic solvents classified in any of the SIC or
NAI CS codes listed in paragraph (b)(1)(i) or (ii) of this
section that are recovered using nondedi cat ed sol vent
recovery operations.

(2) The MCPU processes, uses, or produces any of the
organic HAP listed in section 112(b) of the CAA or
hydr ogen hal i de and hal ogen HAP, as defined in 863.2550.

(3) The MCPU is not an affected source or part of an
af fected source under another subpart of this part 63,
except for process vents from batch operations within a
chem cal manufacturing process unit (CMPU), as identified
in 863.100(j)(4). For this situation, the MCPU is the
same as the CMPU as defined in 863.100, and you are
subject only to the requirenents for batch process vents
in this subpart.

(c) The requirenents in this subpart do not apply to
t he operations specified in paragraphs (c)(1) through (6)

of this section.
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(1) Research and devel opnent facilities, as defined
in section 112(c)(7) of the CAA

(2) The manufacture of ammonium sul fate as a by-
product, if the slurry entering the by-product
manuf acturing process contains 50 parts per mllion by
wei ght (pprw) HAP or |ess or 10 ppmw benzene or | ess.

You nmust retain information, data, and analysis to
docunment the HAP concentration in the entering slurry in
order to claimthis exenption.

(3) The affiliated operations |ocated at an affected
source under subparts GG (National Em ssion Standards for
Aer ospace Manufacturing and Rework Facilities), KK
(National Em ssion Standards for the Printing and
Publ i shing I ndustry), JJJJ (NESHAP: Paper and O her Wb
Coating), future MMW (NESHAP: Surface Coating of
M scel | aneous Metal Parts and Products), and SSSS
(NESHAP: Surface Coating of Metal Coil) of this part 63.
Affiliated operations include, but are not limted to,

m xi ng or dissolving of coating ingredients; coating

m xing for viscosity adjustnment, color tint or additive
bl endi ng, or pH adjustnment; cleaning of coating |lines and
coating line parts; handling and storage of coatings and

sol vent; and conveyance and treatnment of wastewater.
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(4) Fabricating operations such as spinning a
polymer into its end use.

(5) Production activities described using the 1997
version of NAICS codes 325131, 325181, 325188 (except the
requi renents do apply to hydrazine), 325314, 325991
(except the requirenments do apply to refornulating
plastics resins fromrecycled plastics products), and
325992 (except the requirenents do apply to photographic
chem cal s).

(6) Tall oil recovery systens.

(d) I'f the predom nant use of a transfer rack
| oadi ng arm or storage tank (including storage tanks in
series) is associated with a m scell aneous organic
chem cal manufacturing process, and the | oading arm or
storage tank is not part of an affected source under a
subpart of this part 63, then you nust assign the | oading
armor storage tank to the MCPU for that m scell aneous
organi ¢ chem cal manufacturing process. |If the
predom nant use cannot be determ ned, then you may assign
the | oading arm or storage tank to any MCPU t hat shares
it and is subject to this subpart. |If the use varies
fromyear to year, then you nust base the determ nation

on the utilization that occurred during the year
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precedi ng [I NSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATION OF THI S FI NAL RULE
| N THE FEDERAL REG STER] or, if the | oading arm or
storage tank was not in operation during that year, you
must base the use on the expected use for the first 5-
year period after startup. You nust include the
determ nation in the notification of conpliance status
report specified in 863.2520(d). You nust redeterm ne
the primary use at | east once every 5 years, or any tine
you i nplement em ssions averagi ng or pollution prevention
after the conpliance date.

(e) For nondedi cated equi pnment used to create at
| east one MCPU, you may elect to devel op process unit
groups (PUG, determne the primary product of each PUG
and conply with the requirenments of the subpart in 40 CFR
part 63 that applies to that primary product as specified
in §63.2535(1).
863. 2440 What parts of ny plant does this subpart cover?

(a) This subpart applies to each m scell aneous
organi ¢ chem cal manufacturing affected source.

(b) The m scel |l aneous organi c chem cal manufacturing
affected source is the facilityw de collection of MCPU
and heat exchange systens, wastewater, and waste

managenent units that are associated with manufacturing
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mat eri al s described in 863.2435(b)(1).

(c) A new affected source is described by either
paragraph (c)(1) or (2) of this section.

(1) Each affected source defined in paragraph (b) of
this section for which you commenced construction or
reconstruction after April 4, 2002, and you neet the
applicability criteria at the time you commenced
construction or reconstruction.

(2) Each dedicated MCPU that has the potential to
emt 10 tons per year (tpy) of any one HAP or 25 tpy of
conmbi ned HAP, and you commenced construction or
reconstruction of the MCPU after April 4, 2002. For the
pur poses of this paragraph, an MCPU is an affected source
in the definition of the term“reconstruction” in 863. 2.

(d) An MCPU that is also a CMPU under 863.100 is
reconstructed for the purposes of this subpart if, and
only if, the CMPU neets the requirenents for
reconstruction in 863.2100(1)(2).

Conpl i ance Dat es
863. 2445 When do | have to conply with this subpart?

(a) I'f you have a new affected source, you nust

conply with this subpart according to the requirenents in

paragraphs (a)(1l) and (2) of this section.
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(1) I'f you startup your new affected source before
[ | NSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON OF THI'S FI NAL RULE I N THE
FEDERAL REG STER], then you nust conply with the
requi renments for new sources in this subpart no | ater
t han [ 1 NSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATION OF THI S FI NAL RULE I N
THE FEDERAL REG STER] .

(2) If you startup your new affected source after
[ | NSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATION OF THI' S FI NAL RULE I N THE
FEDERAL REG STER], then you nust conply with the
requi renents for new sources in this subpart upon startup
of your affected source.

(b) I'f you have an existing source on [INSERT DATE
OF PUBLI CATION OF THI'S FINAL RULE I N THE FEDERAL
REGQ STER], you nmust conply with the requirenents for
exi sting sources in this subpart no |later than [|NSERT
DATE 3 YEARS AFTER THE DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON OF THI' S FI NAL
RULE I N THE FEDERAL REG STER].

(c) You nmust neet the notification requirenments in
863. 2515 according to the schedule in 863.2515 and in 40
CFR part 63, subpart A. Sonme of the notifications nust
be subm tted before you are required to conply with the
em ssion limts, operating limts, and work practice

standards in this subpart.
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Em ssion Limts, Wrk Practice Standards, and Conpliance
Requi renment s

863. 2450 What are ny general requirenments for conplying

with this subpart?

(a) You nust be in conpliance with the em ssion
limts and work practice standards in Tables 1 through 7
to this subpart at all tinmes, except during periods of
startup, shutdown, and mal function (SSM, and you nust
nmeet the requirenments specified in 8863.2455 t hrough
63. 2490 (or the alternative neans of conpliance in
863. 2495, 863. 2500, or 863.2505), except as specified in
par agraphs (b) through (s) of this section. You nust
meet the notification, reporting, and recordkeeping
requi renents specified in 8863. 2515, 63.2520, and
63. 2525.

(b) Determ ne hal ogenated vent streanms. You nust

determine if an em ssion streamis a hal ogenated vent
stream as defined in 863.2550, by calculating the nass
em ssion rate of halogen atons in accordance with
863.115(d)(2)(v). Alternatively, you may elect to

desi gnate the em ssion stream as hal ogenat ed.

(c) Requirenments for conbined em ssion streans.

When organic HAP em ssions fromdifferent em ssion types
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(e.g., continuous process vents, batch process vents,

st orage tanks, transfer operations, and waste nmanagenent
units) are conbined, you nust conply with the

requi renments of either paragraph (c)(1) or (2) of this
section.

(1) Conply with the applicable requirenents of this
subpart for each kind of organic HAP em ssions in the
stream (e.g., the requirenents of Table 1 to this subpart
for continuous process vents and the requirenents of
Table 4 to this subpart for em ssions from storage
t anks) .

(2) Determ ne the applicable requirenments based on
t he hierarchy presented in paragraphs (c)(2)(i) through
(vi) of this section. For a conbined stream the
applicable requirenents are specified in the highest-
|i sted paragraph in the hierarchy that applies to any of
t he individual streanms that make up the conbined stream
For example, if a conmbined stream consists of em ssions
from Goup 1 batch process vents and any ot her type of
em ssion stream then you nmust conply with the
requi renents in paragraph (c)(2)(i) of this section for
t he conbi ned streanm conpliance with the requirenments in

paragraph (c)(2)(i) of this section constitutes
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conpliance for the other em ssion streans in the conbi ned
stream Two exceptions are that you nust conply with the
requirenents in Table 3 to this subpart and 863. 2465 for
all process vents with hydrogen halide and hal ogen HAP
em ssions, and recordkeeping requirenents for Goup 2
applicability or conpliance are still required (e.g., the
requi rement in 863.2525(f) to track the nunber of batches
produced and cal cul ate rolling annual em ssions for
processes with Goup 2 batch process vents).

(i) The requirenments of Table 2 to this subpart and
863. 2460 for Group 1 batch process vents, including
appl i cabl e nmonitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting.

(i1) The requirements of Table 1 to this subpart and
863. 2455 for continuous process vents that are routed to
a control device, as defined in 863.981, including
appl i cabl e nmonitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting.

(ii1) The requirenents of Table 5 to this subpart
and 863.2475 for transfer operations, including
appl i cabl e nonitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting.

(iv) The requirenments of Table 7 to this subpart and
863. 2485 for em ssions from waste managenent units that
are used to manage and treat Group 1 wastewater streans

and residuals from G oup 1 wastewater streans, including
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appl i cabl e nonitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting.

(v) The requirenments of Table 4 to this subpart and
863. 2470 for control of em ssions from storage tanks,

i ncl udi ng applicable nmonitoring, recordkeeping, and
reporting.

(vi) The requirenments of Table 2 to this subpart and
863. 2455 for continuous process vents after a recovery
devi ce includi ng applicable nonitoring, recordkeeping,
and reporting.

(d) Except when conplying with 863.2485, if you
reduce organi c HAP em ssions by venting em ssions through
a cl osed-vent systemto any conbination of control
devices (except a flare) or recovery devices, you nust
neet the requirements of 863.982(c) and the requirenents
referenced therein.

(e) Except when conplying with 863.2485, if you
reduce organi c HAP em ssions by venting em ssions through
a cl osed-vent systemto a flare, you nmust neet the
requi renments of 863.982(b) and the requirenents
referenced therein.

(f) I'f you use a hal ogen reduction device to reduce
hydrogen hali de and hal ogen HAP eni ssions from

hal ogenat ed vent streans, you nmust neet the requirenments
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of 863.994 and the requirenents referenced therein. |If
you use a hal ogen reduction device before a conmbustion
device, you nust determ ne the hal ogen atom enm ssion rate
prior to the conmbustion device according to the
procedures in 863.115(d)(2)(v).

(g) Requirenments for performnce tests. The

requi renments specified in paragraphs (g)(1) through (5)
of this section apply instead of or in addition to the
requi renents specified in subpart SS of this part 63.

(1) Conduct gas nol ecul ar wei ght anal ysis using
Met hod 3, 3A, or 3B in appendix Ato part 60 of this
chapter.

(2) Measure noisture content of the stack gas using
Met hod 4 in appendix A to part 60 of this chapter.

(3) If the uncontrolled or inlet gas streamto the
control device contains carbon disulfide, you nust
conduct em ssions testing according to paragraph
(g9)(3)(i) or (ii) of this section.

(i) I'f you elect to conply with the percent
reduction emssion limts in Tables 1 through 7 to this
subpart, and carbon disulfide is the principal organic
HAP conponent (i.e., greater than 50 percent of the HAP

in the stream by volune), then you nust use Method 18, or
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Met hod 15 (40 CFR part 60, appendix A) to neasure carbon
disulfide at the inlet and outlet of the control device.
Use the percent reduction in carbon disulfide as a
surrogate for the percent reduction in total organic HAP
em ssi ons.

(ii) If you elect to conply with the outlet total
organi ¢ conpound (TOC) concentration emssion limts in
Tables 1 through 7 to this subpart, and the uncontroll ed
or inlet gas streamto the control device contains
greater than 10 percent (volune concentration) carbon
di sul fide, you nmust use Method 18 or Method 15 to
separately determ ne the carbon disulfide concentration.
Cal cul ate the total HAP or TOC em ssions by totaling the
carbon disul fide em ssions nmeasured using Method 18 or 15
and the other HAP em ssions neasured using Method 18 or
25A.

(4) As an alternative to using Method 18, Met hod
25/ 25A, or Method 26/ 26A of 40 CFR part 60, appendi x A,
to conply with any of the emssion limts specified in
Tables 1 through 7 to this subpart, you may use Met hod
320 of 40 CFR part 60, appendix A. \When using Method
320, you nust follow the anal yte spi king procedures of

section 13 of Method 320, unless you denonstrate that the
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conpl ete spi king procedure has been conducted at a
simlar source.

(5) Section 63.997(c)(1l) does not apply. For the
pur poses of this subpart, results of all initial
conpl i ance denonstrations nust be included in the
notification of conpliance status report, which is due
150 days after the conpliance date, as specified in
§63. 2520(d) (1).

(h) Design evaluation. To determ ne the percent

reduction of a small control device, you may elect to
conduct a design evaluation as specified in
8§63.1257(a) (1) instead of a performance test as specified
in subpart SS of this part 63. You nust establish the
val ue(s) and basis for the operating |limts as part of

t he design eval uati on.

(i) Qutlet concentration correction for suppl enental

gases. In 863.997(e)(2)(iii)(C), the correction to 3
percent oxygen for em ssion streans at the outl et of
conbustion devices is required if you add suppl enent al
gases, as defined in 863.2550, to the vent stream or
mani f ol d.

(j) Continuous em ssions nmonitoring systems. Each

conti nuous em ssions nmonitoring system (CEMS) nust be
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install ed, operated, and maintained according to the
requi renments in 863.8 and paragraphs (j)(1) through (5)
of this section.

(1) Each CEMS nust be installed, operated, and
mai nt ai ned according to the applicable Performance
Specification of 40 CFR part 60, appendi x B, and
according to paragraph (j)(2) of this section, except as
specified in paragraph (j)(1)(i) of this section. For
any CEMS neeting Performance Specification 8, you nust
al so conply with appendi x F, procedure 1 of 40 CFR part
60.

(i) I'f you wish to use a CEMS other than an Fourier
Transform Infrared Spectroscopy (FTIR) nmeeting the
requi renents of Performance Specification 15 to neasure
hydr ogen hal i de and hal ogen HAP before we pronul gate a
Perf ormance Specification for such CEMS, you must prepare
a nonitoring plan and submt it for approval in
accordance with the procedures specified in 863. 8.

(i) [Reserved]

(2) You nmust determ ne the calibration gases and
reporting units for TOC CEMS i n accordance wi th paragraph
(j)2)(i), (ii), or (iii) of this section.

(i) For CEMS neeting Performance Specification 9 or
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15 requirenents, determ ne the target analyte(s) for
cal i bration using either process know edge of the control
device inlet streamor the screening procedures of Method
18 on the control device inlet stream

(i1) For CEMS neeting Performance Specification 8
used to nmonitor performance of a conbustion device,
calibrate the instrument on the predom nant organi c HAP
and report the results as carbon (Cq), and use Method 25A
or any approved alternative as the reference nethod for
the relative accuracy tests.

(ii1) For CEMS neeting Performance Specification 8
used to nonitor performance of a nonconbusti on device,
determ ne the predom nant organi c HAP using either
process knowl edge or the screening procedures of Method
18 on the control device inlet stream calibrate the
nmoni tor on the predom nant organic HAP, and report the
results as Cq;. Use Method 18, ASTM D6420-99, or any
approved alternative as the reference nethod for the
rel ative accuracy tests, and report the results as Cj.

(3) You must conduct a performance eval uation of
each CEMS according to the requirements in 40 CFR 63.8
and according to the applicable Performance Specification

of 40 CFR part 60, appendi x B, except that the schedul e



243
in 863.8(e)(4) does not apply, and the results of the
performance eval uati on nust be included in the
notification of conpliance status report.

(4) The CEMS data nust be reduced to operating day
or operating block averages conputed using valid data
consistent with the data availability requirenents
specified in 863.999(c)(6)(i)(B) through (D), except
nmonitoring data also are sufficient to constitute a valid
hour of data if measured values are available for at
| east two of the 15-m nute periods during an hour when
calibration, quality assurance, or maintenance activities
are being performed. An operating block is a period of
time fromthe beginning to end of batch operations within
a process. Operating block averages may be used only for
bat ch process vent data.

(5) If you add suppl emental gases, you nust correct
t he neasured concentrations in accordance wth paragraph
(i) of this section and 863.2460(c) (6).

(k) Continuous paranmeter nmonitoring. The provisions

i n paragraphs (k)(1) through (4) of this section apply in
addition to the requirements for continuous paraneter
nmonitoring system (CPMS) in subpart SS of this part 63.

(1) You nust record the results of each calibration
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check and all maintenance performed on the CPMS as
specified in 863.998(c)(1)(ii)(A).

(2) When subpart SS of this part 63 uses the term*®a
range” or “operating range” of a nonitored paranmeter, it
means an “operating limt” for a nonitored paranmeter for
t he purposes of this subpart.

(3) As an alternative to neasuring pH as specified
in 863.994(c)(1)(i), you may elect to continuously
moni tor the caustic strength of the scrubber effluent.

(4) As an alternative to the inlet and outl et
tenperature nonitoring requirenents for catalytic
incinerators as specified in 863.988(c)(2), you may el ect
to comply with the requirenents specified in paragraphs
(k)(4)(i) through (iii) of this section.

(i) Monitor the inlet tenperature as specified in
subpart SS of this part 63.

(i1) Check the activity level of the catalyst at
| east every 12 nonths and take any necessary corrective
action, such as replacing the catalyst to ensure that the
catalyst is perform ng as designed.

(ii1) Maintain records of the annual checks of
catal yst activity levels and the subsequent corrective

actions.
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(I') Startup, shutdown, and malfunction. Sections

63. 152(f)(7)(ii) through (iv) and 63.998(b)(2)(iii) and
(b)(6)(i)(A), which apply to the exclusion of nmonitoring
data coll ected during periods of SSMfrom daily averages,
do not apply for the purposes of this subpart.

(m Reporting. (1) When 8863. 2455 through 63. 2490
reference other subparts in this part 63 that use the
term“periodic report,” it means “conpliance report” for
t he purposes of this subpart. The conpliance report nust
include the information specified in 863.2520(e), as well
as the information specified in referenced subparts.

(2) When there are conflicts between this subpart
and referenced subparts for the due dates of reports
required by this subpart, reports nust be submtted
according to the due dates presented in this subpart.

(3) Excused excursions, as defined in subparts G and
SS of this part 63, are not all owed.

(n) The option in 863.997(e)(2)(iv)(C) to
denonstrate conpliance with a percent reduction em ssion
[imt by nmeasuring TOC is not all owed.

(o) You may not use a flare to control hal ogenated
vent streans or hydrogen halide and hal ogen HAP

em ssi ons.
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(p) Opening a safety device, as defined in 863. 2550,
is allowed at any tinme conditions require it to avoid
unsafe conditions.

(g) I'f an eni ssion stream contains energetics or
organi c peroxides that, for safety reasons, cannot neet
an applicable em ssion limt specified in Tables 1
through 7 to this subpart, then you must submt
docunmentation in your preconpliance report explaining why
an undue safety hazard would be created if the air
em ssion controls were installed, and you nust descri be
t he procedures that you will inplement to mnimze HAP
em ssions fromthese vent streans.

(r) Surge control vessels and bottons receivers.

For each surge control vessel or bottons receiver that
nmeets the capacity and vapor pressure thresholds for a
Group 1 storage tank, you nmust neet em ssion limts and
wor k practice standards specified in Table 4 to this
subpart.

(s) For the purposes of determ ning G oup status for
conti nuous process vents, batch process vents, and
storage tanks in 8863. 2455, 63.2460, and 63. 2470,
hydrazine is to be considered an organi c HAP.

863. 2455 What requirenments nmust | neet for continuous
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process vents?

(a) You must neet each emission limt in Table 1 to
this subpart that applies to your continuous process
vents, and you nust neet each applicabl e requirenent
specified in paragraphs (b) through (c) of this section.

(b) For each continuous process vent, you mnust
ei ther designate the vent as a G oup 1 continuous process
vent or determne the total resource effectiveness (TRE)
i ndex value as specified in 863.115(d), except as
specified in paragraphs (b) (1) through (3) of this
section.

(1) You are not required to determ ne the G oup
status or the TRE index value for any continuous process
vent that is conbined with Goup 1 batch process vents
before a control device or recovery device because the
requi rements of 863.2450(c)(2)(i) apply to the combi ned
stream

(2) When a TRE index value of 4.0 is referred to in
863. 115(d), TRE index values of 5.0 for existing affected
sources and 8.0 for new and reconstructed affected
sources apply for the purposes of this subpart.

(3) When 863.115(d) refers to “em ssion reductions

specified in 863.113(a),” the reductions specified in
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Table 1 to this subpart apply for the purposes of this
subpart.

(c) I'f you use a recovery device to maintain the TRE
above a specified threshold, you nust neet the
requi renments of 863.982(e) and the requirenents
referenced therein, except as specified in 863.2450 and
paragraph (c)(1) of this section.

(1) When 863.993 uses the phrase “the TRE i ndex
value is between the |evel specified in a referencing
subpart and 4.0,” the phrase “the TRE index value is >1.9
but #5.0" applies for an existing affected source, and
the phrase “the TRE i ndex value is >5.0 but #8.0" applies
for a new and reconstructed affected source, for the
pur poses of this subpart.

(2) [Reserved]

863. 2460 MWhat requirenments nust | neet for batch process
vent s?

(a) You must neet each emission limt in Table 2 to
this subpart that applies to you, and you nust neet each
appl i cabl e requi renent specified in paragraphs (b) and
(c) of this section.

(b) Goup status. |If a process has batch process

vents, as defined in 863.2550, you nust determ ne the
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group status of the batch process vents by determ ning
and summ ng the uncontroll ed organic HAP em ssions from
each of the batch process vents within the process using
t he procedures specified in 863.1257(d)(2)(i) and (ii),
except as specified in paragraphs (b)(1) through (4) of
this section.

(1) To calculate em ssions caused by the heating of
a vessel to a tenperature |lower than the boiling point,
you must use the procedures in 863.1257(d)(2)(i)(C(3).

(2) To calcul ate em ssions from depressuri zati on,
you must use the procedures in 863.1257(d)(2)(i)(D)(10).

(3) To calculate em ssions from vacuum systens for
t he purposes of this subpart, the receiving vessel is
part of the vacuum system and terns used in Equation 33

to 40 CFR part 63, subpart GGG are defined as foll ows:

Psystem = o

absol ute pressure of receiving vessel;

Pi =
partial pressure of the HAP at the receiver
t enper at ur e;

ﬁ =
partial pressure of condensabl e (including HAP)
at the receiver tenperature,;

MN =

nol ecul ar wei ght of the individual HAP in the

em ssion stream with HAP partial pressures

cal cul ated at the tenperature of the receiver
(4) You may elect to designate the batch process

vents within a process as Goup 1 and not cal cul ate
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uncontrol |l ed em ssions under either of the situations
descri bed in paragraph (b)(4)(i) or (ii) of this section.

(i) I'f you conply with the alternative standard
specified in 863.2505.

(it) If all Goup 1 batch process vents within a
process are controlled; you conduct the performance test
under hypothetical worst case conditions, as defined in
863.1257(b)(8)(i)(B); and the em ssion profile is based
on capture and control systemlimtations as specified in
863. 1257(b) (8) (ii)(0O).

(c) Exceptions to the requirenents in subpart SS of
this part 63 are specified in paragraphs (c)(1) through
(7) of this section.

(1) Process condensers. Process condensers, as

defined in 863.1251, are not considered to be control
devi ces for batch process vents.

(2) lnitial conpliance. (i) To denonstrate initial

conpliance with a percent reduction emssion limt in
Table 2 to this subpart, you nust conpare the suns of the
controll ed and uncontroll ed em ssions for the applicable
Group 1 batch process vents within the process and show
that the specified reduction is net.

(ii) When you conduct a performance test or design
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eval uation for a control device used to control em ssions
from batch process vents, you nust establish em ssion
profiles and conduct the test under worst-case conditions
according to 863.1257(b)(8) instead of under nor mal
operating conditions as specified in 863.7(e)(1). The
requi renments in 863.997(e)(1)(i) and (iii) also do not
apply for performance tests conducted to determ ne
conpliance with the em ssion limts for batch process
vents. References in 863.997(b)(1) to “nmethods specified
in 863.997(e)” include the nethods specified in
863. 1257(b) (8).

(iii) As an alternative to conducting a perfornmance
test or design evaluation for a condenser, you nay
determ ne controlled em ssions using the procedures
specified in 863.1257(d)(3)(i)(B).

(iv) When 863.1257(d)(3)(i)(B)(Z) specifies that
condenser-controlled em ssions froman air dryer nust be
cal cul at ed usi ng Equation 11 of 40 CFR art 63, subpart
GGG with “V equal to the air flowrate,” it neans “V
equal to the dryer outlet gas flowrate,” for the
pur poses of this subpart. Alternatively, you may use
Equation 12 of 40 CFR part 63, subpart GGG wth V equa

to the dryer inlet air flowrate. Account for tine as



252
appropriate in either equation.

(v) You must denonstrate that each process condenser
is properly operated according to the procedures
specified in 863.1257(d)(2)(i)(C)(4)(ii) and
(d)(3)(iii)(B). The reference in 863.1257(d)(3)(iii)(B)
to the alternative standard in 863.1254(c) means 863. 2505
for the purposes of this subpart. As an alternative to
measuri ng the exhaust gas tenperature, as required by
863. 1257(d) (3)(iii)(B), you my elect to neasure the
liquid tenperature in the receiver.

(vi) You nmust conduct a subsequent perfornmance test
or conpliance denonstration equivalent to an initial
conpliance denonstration within 180 days of a change in
t he worst-case conditions.

(3) Establishing operating limts. You nust

establish operating limts under the conditions required
for your initial conpliance denonstration, except you may
el ect to establish operating limt(s) for conditions

ot her than those under which a performance test was
conducted as specified in paragraph (c)(3)(i) of this
section and, if applicable, paragraph (c)(3)(ii) of this
section.

(i) The operating limts my be based on the results
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of the performance test and supplementary informtion
such as engi neering assessnents and manufacturer’s
recommendations. These |limts may be established for
conditions as unique as individual em ssion episodes for
a batch process. You nust provide rationale in the
preconpliance report for the specific I evel for each
operating limt, including any data and cal cul ati ons used
to develop the limt and a description of why the limt
i ndi cates proper operation of the control device. The
procedures provided in this paragraph (c)(3)(i) have not
been approved by the Adm nistrator and determ nation of
the operating limt using these procedures is subject to
revi ew and approval by the Adm ni strator.

(ii) If you elect to establish separate nonitoring
| evel s for different em ssion episodes within a batch
process, you nust maintain records in your daily schedul e
or log of processes indicating each point at which you
change from one operating limt to another, even if the
duration of the nmonitoring for an operating limt is |ess
than 15 m nutes. You nust maintain a daily schedul e or
| og of processes according to 863.2525(c).

(4) Averaging periods. As an alternative to the

requi renment for daily averages in 863.998(b)(3), you may
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determ ne averages for operating blocks. An operating
bl ock is a period of tine that is equal to the tinme from
the beginning to end of batch process operations within a
process.

(5) Periodic verification. For a control device

with total inlet HAP em ssions less than 1 tpy, you nust
establish an operating limt(s) for a paraneter(s) that
you wi Il measure and record at | east once per averaging
period (i.e., daily or block) to verify that the control
device is operating properly. You nay elect to neasure
t he sanme paraneter(s) that is required for contro

devi ces that control inlet HAP em ssions equal to or
greater than 1 tpy. |If the paranmeter will not be
measur ed conti nuously, you must request approval of your
proposed procedure in the preconpliance report. You nust
identify the operating limt(s) and the neasurenment
frequency, and you must provide rationale to support how
t hese neasurenents denonstrate the control device is
operating properly.

(6) Qutlet concentration correction for suppl enental

gases. |If you use a control device other than a
conbustion device to conply with a TOC, organic HAP, or

hydr ogen hal i de and hal ogen HAP outl et concentration
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emssion limt for batch process vents, you nust correct
t he actual concentration for supplenmental gases using
Equation 1 of this section; you may use process know edge
and representative operating data to determ ne the

fraction of the total flow due to supplenental gas.

C, C_{'Q‘%Q.Q"} (Eq. 1)
V\her e:

Cy =
corrected outlet TOC, organic HAP, or hydrogen
hal i de and hal ogen HAP concentration, dry basis,
ppmv;

Cm =
actual TOC, organic HAP, or hydrogen halide and
hal ogen HAP concentrati on measured at control
device outlet, dry basis, ppnv;

Q =
total volunetric flowate of all gas streans
vented to the control device, except
suppl enent al gases;

Q =

total volunetric flowate of suppl enmental gases.

(7) If flowto a control device could be
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intermttent, you nust install, calibrate, and operate a
flow indicator at the inlet or outlet of the control
device to identify periods of no flow. Periods of no
flow may not be used in daily or block averages, and it
may not be used in fulfilling a mninmum data availability
requirenment.
863. 2465 What requirements must | neet for process vents
that emt hydrogen halide and hal ogen HAP or PM HAP?

(a) You nust neet each em ssion limt in Table 3 to
this subpart that applies to you, and you nust neet each
appl i cabl e requirenent in paragraphs (b) through (d) of
this section.

(b) I'f any process vents within a process emt
hydrogen hali de and hal ogen HAP, you nust determ ne and
sum t he uncontroll ed hydrogen halide and hal ogen HAP
em ssions fromeach of the process vents within the
process using the procedures specified in
863.1257(d)(2) (i) and (ii).

(c) I'f collective uncontrolled hydrogen halide and
hal ogen HAP em ssions fromthe process vents within a
process are greater than or equal to 1,000 pounds per
year (lIb/yr), you nmust conply with 863.994 and the

requi renments referenced therein, except as specified in
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paragraphs (c) (1) through (3) of this section.

(1) When 863.994(b)(1) requires a performance test,
you may el ect to conduct a design evaluation in
accordance with 863.1257(a)(1).

(2) When 863.994(b)(1) refers to “a conbustion
devi ce followed by a hal ogen scrubber or other hal ogen
reduction device,” it means any conbination of control
devices used to neet the em ssion limts specified in
Table 3 to this subpart.

(3) Section 63.994(b)(2) does not apply for the
pur poses of this section.

(d) To denonstrate conpliance with the particul ate
matter (PM HAP emission |limt for new sources in Table 3
to this subpart, you nust conply with paragraphs (d) (1)
and (2) of this section.

(1) Use Method 5 of appendix A of 40 CFR part 60 to
determ ne the concentration of PM HAP at the inlet and
outl et of a control device.

(2) Conply with the nonitoring requirenments
specified in 863.1366(b)(1)(xi) for each fabric filter
used to control PM HAP em ssi ons.

8§63. 2470 What requirenments nust | nmeet for storage tanks?

(a) You nust neet each em ssion limt in Table 4 to
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this subpart that applies to your storage tanks, and you
must neet each applicable requirenment specified in
par agraphs (b) through (e) of this section.

(b) I'f you reduce organi c HAP em ssions by venting
em ssions to a fuel gas system or process, you nust neet
the requirements of 863.982(d) and the requirenents
referenced therein.

(c) Exceptions to subparts SS and WW of this part

63. (1) If you conduct a performance test or design

eval uation for a control device used to control em ssions
only from storage tanks, you nust establish operating
limts, conduct nonitoring, and keep records using the
sanme procedures as required in subpart SS of this part 63
for control devices used to reduce en ssions from process
vents instead of the procedures specified in §8863.985(c),
63.998(d) (2) (i), and 63.999(b)(2).

(2) When the term “storage vessel” is used in
subparts SS and WWof this part 63, the term “storage
tank,” as defined in 863.2550 applies for the purposes of
this subpart.

(d) Planned routine naintenance. The em ssion

l[imts in Table 4 to this subpart for control devices

used to control em ssions from storage tanks do not apply
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during periods of planned routine maintenance. Periods
of planned routine mai ntenance of each control device,
during which the control device does not neet the

em ssion limt specified in Table 4 to this subpart, nust
not exceed 240 hours per year (hr/yr). You may submt an
application to the Adm nistrator requesting an extension
of this tinme limt to a total of 360 hr/yr. The
application nmust explain why the extension is needed, it
nmust indicate that no material will be added to the
storage tank between the time the 240-hr |imt is
exceeded and the control device is again operational, and
it must be submtted at | east 60 days before the 240-hr
limt wll be exceeded.

(e) Vapor balancing alternative. As an alternative

to the emssion limts specified in Table 4 to this
subpart, you nay elect to inplenment vapor balancing in
accordance with 863.1253(f), except as specified in
par agraphs (e)(1) through (3) of this section.

(1) When 863.1253(f)(6)(i) refers to a 90 percent
reduction, 95 percent applies for the purposes of this
subpart.

(2) To conmply with 863.1253(f)(6)(i), the owner or

operator of an offsite cleaning and reloading facility
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must conply with 8863. 2445 t hrough 63. 2550 i nstead of
complying with 863. 1253(f)(7)(ii).

(3) You may elect to set a pressure relief device to
a value less than the 2.5 pounds per square inch gage
pressure (psig) required in 863.1253(f)(5) if you provide
rationale in your notification of conpliance status
report explaining why the alternative value is sufficient
to prevent breathing | osses at all tines.

863. 2475 What requirenments nmust | neet for transfer
racks?

(a) You nust conply with each em ssion [imt and
work practice standard in Table 5 to this subpart that
applies to your transfer racks, and you nmust neet each
appl i cabl e requirenent in paragraphs (b) and (c) of this
section.

(b) When the term “high throughput transfer rack” is
used in subpart SS of this part 63, the term“Goup 1
transfer rack,” as defined in 863.2550, applies for the
pur poses of this subpart.

(c) I'f you reduce organi c HAP em ssions by venting
em ssions to a fuel gas system or process, you nust neet
the requirements of 863.982(d) and the requirenents

referenced therein.
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863. 2480 What requirenments nmust | neet for equi pnent
| eaks?

(a) You nust neet each requirenent in Table 6 to
this subpart that applies to your equi pnment | eaks, except
as specified in paragraphs (b) and (c) of this section.

(b) The requirenments for pressure testing in
863. 1036(b) may be applied to all processes, not just
bat ch processes.

(c) For the purposes of this subpart, pressure
testing for |eaks in accordance with 863. 1036(b) is not
required after reconfiguration of an equipnment train if
fl exi bl e hose connections are the only disturbed
equi pnent .

863. 2485 What requirenments nmust | neet for wastewater
streans and liquid streans in open systens within an
MCPU?

(a) You nust neet each requirenent in Table 7 to
this subpart that applies to your wastewater streans and
liquid streans in open systens within an MCPU, except as
specified in paragraphs (b) through (1) of this section.

(b) Wastewater HAP. Where 863. 105 and §863. 132

t hrough 63.148 refer to conpounds in Table 9 of subpart G

of this part 63, the conpounds in Tables 8 and 9 to this
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subpart apply for the purposes of this subpart.

(c) Goup 1 wastewater. Section 63.132(c)(1)(i) and
(ii) do not apply. For the purposes of this subpart, a
process wastewater streamis Goup 1 for conmpounds in
Tables 8 and 9 to this subpart if any of the conditions
specified in paragraphs (c)(1) through (3) of this
section are met.

(1) The total annual average concentration of
conpounds in Table 8 to this subpart is greater than 50
ppmv, and the conbi ned total annual average concentration
of conpounds in Tables 8 and 9 to this subpart is greater
t han or equal to 10,000 ppmwv at any fl ow ate.

(2) The total annual average concentration of
conpounds Table 8 to this subpart is greater 50 ppmw, the
conbi ned total annual average concentration of conmpounds
in Tables 8 and 9 to this subpart is greater than or
equal to 1,000 ppmw, and the annual average flowate is
greater than or equal to 1 I/ mn.

(3) The total annual average concentrati on of
conpounds in Table 8 to this subpart is |ess than or
equal to 50 ppmw, the total annual average concentration
of conmpounds in Table 9 to this subpart is greater than

or equal to 30,000 ppmw at an existing source or greater



263

t han or equal to 4,500 ppmw at a new source, and the
total annual | oad of conmpounds in Table 9 to this subpart
is greater than or equal to 1 tpy.

(d) Wastewater tank requirenents. (1) When 8863. 133

and 63. 147 reference floating roof requirenments in
8§863. 119 and 63. 120, the corresponding requirements in
subpart WW of this part 63 nmay be applied for the

pur poses of this subpart.

(2) When 863.133 refers to Table 9 of subpart G of
this part 63, the maxi mum true vapor pressure in the
table shall be [imted to the HAP listed in Tables 8 and
9 to this subpart.

(3) For the purposes of this subpart, the
requi rements of 863.133(a)(2) are satisfied by operating
and maintaining a fixed roof if you denonstrate that the
total soluble and partially sol uble HAP eni ssions from
t he wastewater tank are no nore than 5 percent higher
t han the em ssions would be if the contents of the
wast ewat er tank were not heated, treated by an exothermc
reaction, or sparged.

(4) The emi ssion limts specified in 8863.133(b) (2)
and 63.139 for control devices used to control em ssions

from wast ewat er tanks do not apply during periods of
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pl anned routine mai ntenance of the control device(s) of
no nmore than 240 hr/yr. You nmay request an extension to
a total of 360 hr/yr in accordance with the procedures
specified in 863.2470(d).

(e) Individual drain systems. The provisions of

863.136(e)(3) apply except as specified in paragraph
(e)(1l) of this section.

(1) A sewer |line connected to drains that are in
conpliance with 863.136(e)(1) may be vented to the
at nosphere, provided that the sewer |line entrance to the
first downstream junction box is water seal ed and the
sewer line vent pipe is designed as specified in
863.136(e)(2)(ii)(A).

(2) [Reserved]

(f) Closed-vent systemrequirenents. Wen

863. 148(k) refers to closed vent systens that are subject
to the requirenents of 863.172, the requirenents of
either 863.172 or 863.1034 apply for the purposes of this

subpart.

(g) Hal ogenated vent streamrequirenents. For each
hal ogenated vent streamfroma G oup 1 wastewater stream
or residual renoved froma G oup 1 wastewater streamthat

is vented through a closed-vent systemto a conbustion
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device to reduce organic HAP em ssions, you nust neet the
sane em ssion limts as specified for batch process vents
initem?2 of Table 2 to this subpart.

(h) Alternative test methods. (1) As an alternative

to the test nethods specified in 863.144(b)(5)(i), you
may use Met hod 8260 or 8270 as specified in
863. 1257(b) (10) (iii).

(2) As an alternative to using the nethods specified
in 863.144(b)(5) (i), you may conduct wastewater analyses
usi ng Method 1666 or 1671 of 40 CFR part 136 and conply
with the sanpling protocol requirenents specified in
863. 144(b)(5)(ii). The validation requirenments specified
in 863.144(b)(5)(iii) do not apply if you use Method 1666
or 1671 of 40 CFR part 136.

(3) As an alternative to using Method 18 of 40 CFR
part 60, as specified in 8863.139(c)(1)(ii) and
63. 145(i)(2), you may elect to use Method 25A of 40 CFR
part 60 as specified in 863.997.

(i) Ofsite managenent and treatnent option. (1) If

you ship wastewater to an offsite treatnment facility that
meets the requirenents of 863.138(h), you may elect to
document in your notification of conpliance status report

that the wastewater will be treated as hazardous waste at
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a facility that meets the requirenments of 863.138(h) as
an alternative to having the offsite facility submt the
certification specified in 863.132(9g)(2).

(2) As an alternative to the managenent and
treatment options specified in 863.132(g)(2), any
af fected wast ewater stream (or residual renoved from an
affected wastewater stream) with a total annual average
concentration of conpounds in Table 8 to this subpart
| ess than 50 ppmw may be transferred offsite in
accordance with paragraphs (i)(2)(i) and (ii) of this
section.

(i) The transferee (or you) nust denonstrate that
| ess than 5 percent of the HAP in Table 9 to this subpart
is emtted fromthe waste managenment units up to the
activated sludge unit.

(ii) The transferee nmust treat the wastewater stream
or residual in a biological treatnment unit in accordance
with 8863.138 and 63. 145 and the requirenments referenced
t her ei n.

(j) You must determ ne the annual average
concentration and annual average flowate for wastewater
streans for each MCPU. The procedures for flexible

operation units specified in 863.144(b) and (c) do not
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apply for the purposes of this subpart.

(k) The requirenment to correct outlet concentrations
from conbusti on devices to 3 percent oxygen in
8863.139(c)(1)(ii) and 63.146(i)(6) applies only if
suppl enental gases are conbined with a vent streamfrom a
Group 1 wastewater stream |If em ssions are controll ed
Wi th a vapor recovery system as specified in
863.139(c)(2), you nmust correct for supplenmental gases as
specified in 863.2460(c)(6).

(I') Requirements for liquid streans in open systens.

(1) References in 863.149 to 863. 100(b) nean 863. 2435(Db)
for the purposes of this subpart.

(2) When 863.149(e) refers to 40 CFR 63.100(1) (1) or
(2), 863.2445(a) applies for the purposes of this
subpart.

(3) When 863. 149 uses the term “chem cal
manuf acturing process unit,” the term“MCPU applies for
t he purposes of this subpart.

(4) When 863.149(e)(1l) refers to characteristics of
wat er that contain conpounds in Table 9 to 40 CFR part
63, subpart G the characteristics specified in
par agraphs (c)(1) through (3) of this section apply for

t he purposes of this subpart.
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(5) When 863.149(e)(2) refers to characteristics of
wat er that contain conpounds in Table 9 to 40 CFR part
63, subpart G the characteristics specified in paragraph
(c)(2) of this section apply for the purposes of this
subpart.

8§63. 2490 What requirenents nust | neet for heat exchange
systens?

(a) You must conply with each requirement in Table
10 to this subpart that applies to your heat exchange
systens, except as specified in paragraphs (b) and (c) of
this section.

(b) The phrase “a chem cal manufacturing process
unit neeting the conditions of 863.100(b)(1) through
(b)(3) of this section” in 863.104(a) neans “an MCPU
meeting the conditions of 863.2435" for the purposes of
this subpart.

(c) The reference to 863.100(c) in 863.104(a) does
not apply for the purposes of this subpart.

Al ternative Means of Conpliance
863.2495 How do | conmply with the pollution prevention
st andard?

(a) You may elect to conply with the pollution

prevention alternative requirements specified in
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paragraphs (a)(1l) and (2) of this section in |lieu of the
em ssion limtations and work practice standards
contained in Tables 1 through 7 to this subpart for any
MCPU for which initial startup occurred before April 4,
2002.

(1) You must reduce the production-indexed HAP
consunption factor (HAP factor) by at |east 65 percent
froma 3-year average baseline beginning no earlier than
t he 1994 t hrough 1996 cal endar years. For any reduction
in the HAP factor that you achi eve by reduci ng HAP t hat
are also volatile organic conpounds (VOC), you nust
denonstrate an equival ent reduction in the production-

i ndexed VOC consunption factor (VOC factor) on a nmass
basis. For any reduction in the HAP factor that you
achi eve by reducing a HAP that is not a VOC, you may not
i ncrease the VOC factor.

(2) Any MCPU for which you seek to conply by using
the pollution prevention alternative nust begin with the
sane starting material (s) and end with the sane
product(s). You nmay not conply by elinm nating any steps
of a process by transferring the step offsite (to another
manuf acturing location). You may al so not nmerge a

sol vent recovery step conducted offsite to onsite and as
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part of an existing process as a nethod of reducing
consunpti on.

(3) You may conply with the requirenents of
paragraph (a)(1) of this section for a series of
processes, including situations where nultiple processes
are nmerged, if you denonstrate to the satisfaction of the
Adm nistrator that the nmultiple processes were nerged
after the baseline period into an existing process or
processes.

(b) Exclusions. (1) You nust conply with the

em ssion limtations and work practice standards
contained in Tables 1 through 7 to this subpart for al
HAP t hat are generated in the MCPU and that are not
i ncluded in consunption, as defined in 863.2550.
Hydrogen halides that are generated as a result of
conbustion control nust be controlled according to the
requi renments of 863.994 and the requirenments referenced
t herein.

(2) You may not merge nondedi cated fornul ati on or
nondedi cated sol vent recovery processes with any other
processes.

(c) Lnitial conpliance procedures. To denonstrate

initial conpliance with paragraph (a) of this section,
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you must prepare a denonstration sunmary in accordance
with paragraph (c)(1) of this section and cal cul ate
basel i ne and target annual HAP and VOC factors in
accordance with paragraphs (c)(2) and (3) of this
section.

(1) Denpbnstration plan. You nust prepare a

pol luti on prevention denonstration plan that contains, at
a mninmum the information in paragraphs (c)(1)(i)
through (iii) of this section for each MCPU for which you
conply with paragraph (a) of this section.

(i) Descriptions of the nethodol ogi es and forns used
to neasure and record consunption of HAP and VOC
conmpounds.

(ii) Descriptions of the nmethodol ogi es and forns
used to nmeasure and record production of the product(s).

(iii1) Supporting docunentation for the descriptions
provided in accordance with paragraphs (c)(21)(i) and (ii)
of this section including, but not limted to, sanples of
operator | og sheets and daily, nonthly, and/or annual
inventories of materials and products. You nust descri be
how t his docunentation will be used to cal culate the
annual factors required in paragraph (d) of this section.

(2) Baseline factors. You nmust cal cul ate baseline
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HAP and VOC factors by dividing the consunption of total
HAP and total VOC by the production rate, per process,
for the first 3-year period in which the process was
operational, beginning no earlier than the period

consisting of the 1994 through 1996 cal endar years.

(3) Target annual factors. You nust cal cul ate
target annual HAP and VOC factors. The target annual HAP
factor nmust be equal to 35 percent of the baseline HAP
factor. The target annual VOC factor nmust be | ower than
t he baseline VOC factor by an anopunt equivalent to the
reduction in any HAP that is also a VOC, on a mass basis.
The target annual VOC factor may be the sane as the
baseline VOC factor if the only HAP you reduce is not a
VOC.

(d) Continuous conpliance requirenents. You nust

cal cul ate annual rolling average val ues of the HAP and
VOC factors (annual factors) in accordance with the
procedures specified in paragraphs (d)(1) through (3) of
this section. To show continuous conpliance, the annual
factors nmust be equal to or |less than the target annual
factors cal cul ated according to paragraph (c)(3) of this
section.

(1) To calculate the annual factors, you nust divide
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t he consunption of both total HAP and total VOC by the
production rate, per process, for 12-nonth periods at the
frequency specified in either paragraph (d)(2) or (3) of
this section, as applicable.

(2) For continuous processes, you nust cal cul ate the
annual factors every 30 days for the 12-nonth period
preceding the 30th day (i.e., annual rolling average
cal cul ated every 30 days). A process with both batch and
continuous operations is considered a continuous process
for the purposes of this section.

(3) For batch processes, you nust cal cul ate the
annual factors every 10 batches for the 12-nonth peri od
preceding the 10th batch (i.e., annual rolling average
cal cul ated every 10 batches), except as specified in
paragraphs (d)(3)(i) and (ii) of this section.

(i) I'f you produce nore than 10 batches during a
mont h, you nmust cal cul ate the annual factors at |east
once during that nonth.

(ii) I'f you produce less than 10 batches in a 12-
nmont h period, you nust cal cul ate the annual factors for
t he nunber of batches in the 12-nonth period since the
previ ous cal cul ati ons.

(e) Records. You nust keep records of HAP and VOC
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consunpti on, production, and the rolling annual HAP and
VOC factors for each MCPU for which you are conplying
wi th paragraph (a) of this section.

(f) Reporting. (1) You nust include the pollution
preventi on denonstration plan in the preconpliance report
requi red by 863.2520(c).

(2) You nust identify all days when the annual
factors were above the target factors in the conpliance
reports.

863. 2500 How do | conply with em ssions averagi ng?

(a) For an existing source, you may elect to conply
with the percent reduction em ssion limtations in Tables
1, 2, 4, 5, and 7 to this subpart by conplying with the
em ssions averagi ng provisions specified in 863. 150,
except as specified in paragraphs (b) through (f) of this
section.

(b) The batch process vents in an MCPU col |l ectively
are consi dered one individual em ssion point for the
pur poses of em ssions averagi ng, except that only
i ndi vi dual batch process vents nmust be excluded to neet
the requirements of 863.150(d)(5).

(c) References in 863.150 to 8863.112 through 63. 130

mean the corresponding requirenments in 8863.2450 t hrough
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63. 2490, including applicable nonitoring, recordkeeping,
and reporting.

(d) References to “periodic reports” in 863.150 nean
“conpliance report” for the purposes of this subpart.

(e) For batch process vents, estimate uncontrolled
em ssions for a standard batch using the procedures in
863. 1257(d)(2) (i) and (ii) instead of the procedures in
863.150(g)(2). Miltiply the cal cul ated em ssions per
batch by the nunber of batches per nonth when cal cul ating
the nonthly em ssions for use in calculating debits and
credits.

(f) References to “storage vessels” in 863.150 nean
“storage tank” as defined in 863.2550 for the purposes of
this subpart.

863. 2505 How do | conmply with the alternative standard?
As an alternative to conplying with the em ssion
limts and work practice standards for process vents and

storage tanks in Tables 1 through 4 to this subpart and
the requirenents in 8863. 2455 through 63.2470, you may
conply with the emssion |limts in paragraph (a) of this
section and denonstrate conpliance in accordance with the
requi renents in paragraph (b) of this section.

(a) Em ssion limts and work practice standards.
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(1) You nust route vent streans through a cl osed-vent
systemto a control device that reduces HAP eni ssions as
specified in either paragraph (a)(1)(i) or (ii) of this
section.

(i) I'f you use a conbustion control device, it nust
reduce HAP enmi ssions as specified in paragraphs
(a)(D(i)(A, (B, and (C) of this section.

(A) To an outlet TOC concentration of 20 parts per
mllion by volunme (ppnv) or |ess.

(B) To an outl et concentration of hydrogen halide
and hal ogen HAP of 20 ppnv or | ess.

(C) As an alternative to paragraph (a)(1)(i)(B) of
this section, if you control hal ogenated vent streans
emtted froma conmbustion device foll owed by a scrubber
reduce the hydrogen halide and hal ogen HAP generated in
t he conmbustion device by greater than or equal to 95
percent by weight in the scrubber.

(ii) If you use a nonconbustion control device(s),
it nmust reduce HAP em ssions to an outlet total organic
HAP concentrati on of 50 ppnmv or |ess, and an outl et
concentration of hydrogen halide and hal ogen HAP of 50
ppmv or | ess.

(2) Any G oup 1 process vents within a process that
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are not controlled according to this alternative standard
must be controlled according to the emssion limts in
Tables 1 through 3 to this subpart.

(b) Conpliance requirenents. To denonstrate

conpliance with paragraph (a) of this section, you nust
meet the requirements of 863.1258(b)(5) (i) beginning no
|ater than the initial conpliance date specified in
863. 2445, except as specified in paragraphs (b)(1)

t hrough (7) of this section.

(1) You must conply with the requirenments in 863.983
and the requirenments referenced therein for closed-vent
syst ens.

(2) When 863.1258(b)(5)(i) refers to §863.1253(d)
and 63.1254(c), the requirenments in paragraph (a) of this
section apply for the purposes of this subpart.

(3) You must submt the results of any determ nation
of the target analytes or predom nant HAP in the
notification of conpliance status report.

(4) When 863.1258(b)(5)(i)(B) refers to “HC ,” it
means “total hydrogen halide and hal ogen HAP” for the
pur poses of this subpart.

(5) If you elect to conply with the requirenment to

reduce hydrogen halide and hal ogen HAP by greater than or
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equal to 95 percent by weight in paragraph (a)(1)(i)(C
of this section, you nust neet the requirenments in
paragraphs (b)(5)(i) and (ii) of this section.

(i) Denponstrate initial conpliance with the 95
percent reduction by conducting a performance test and
setting a site-specific operating limt(s) for the
scrubber in accordance with 863.994 and the requirenents
referenced therein. You nust submt the results of the
initial conpliance denonstration in the notification of
conpliance status report.

(i1) Install, operate, and maintain CPMS for the
scrubber as specified in 863.2450(k), instead of as
specified in 863.1258(b)(5)(i)(C).

(6) If flowto the scrubber could be intermttent,
you must install, calibrate, and operate a flow i ndicator
as specified in 863.2460(c) (7).

(7) Use the operating day as the averagi ng period
for CEMS data and scrubber paraneter nonitoring data.

Notification, Reports, and Records
§63. 2515 \What notifications nust | submt and when?

(a) You nust submt all of the notifications in

8863.6(h)(4) and (5), 63.7(b) and (c), 63.8(e), (f)(4)

and (6), and 63.9(b) through (h) that apply to you by the
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dat es specifi ed.

(b) Initial notification. (1) As specified in
863.9(b)(2), if you startup your affected source before
[ | NSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON OF THI'S FI NAL RULE I N THE
FEDERAL REG STER], you nust submt an initial
notification not |ater than 120 cal endar days after
[ | NSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATION OF THIS FINAL RULE I N THE
FEDERAL REG STER] .

(2) As specified in 863.9(b)(3), if you startup your
new affected source on or after [INSERT DATE OF
PUBLI CATION OF THI'S FINAL RULE I N THE FEDERAL REG STER],
you nmust submt an initial notification not |ater than
120 cal endar days after you beconme subject to this
subpart.

(c) Notification of performance test. |If you are

required to conduct a perfornmance test, you nust submt a
notification of intent to conduct a performance test at

| east 60 cal endar days before the performance test is
scheduled to begin as required in 863.7(b)(1). For any
performance test required as part of the initial
conpl i ance procedures for batch process vents in Table 2
to this subpart, you must also submt the test plan

required by 863.7(c) and the em ssion profile with the
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notification of the performance test.
863. 2520 MWhat reports nust | submt and when?

(a) You nust submt each report in Table 11 to this
subpart that applies to you.

(b) Unless the Adm nistrator has approved a
di fferent schedule for subm ssion of reports under
863. 10(a), you nust submt each report by the date in
Table 11 to this subpart and according to paragraphs
(b) (1) through (5) of this section.

(1) The first conpliance report nust cover the
period begi nning on the conpliance date that is specified
for your affected source in 863.2445 and endi ng on June
30 or Decenber 31, whichever date is the first date
following the end of the first 6 nonths after the
conpliance date that is specified for your affected
source in 863.2445.

(2) The first conpliance report nust be postmarked
or delivered no later than August 31 or February 28,
whi chever date is the first date following the end of the
first reporting period specified in paragraph (b)(1) of
this section.

(3) Each subsequent conpliance report nust cover the

sem annual reporting period from January 1 through June
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30 or the sem annual reporting period fromJuly 1 through
Decenber 31

(4) Each subsequent conpliance report nust be
post mar ked or delivered no | ater than August 31 or
February 28, whichever date is the first date foll ow ng
the end of the sem annual reporting period.

(5) For each affected source that is subject to
permtting regulations pursuant to 40 CFR part 70 or 40
CFR part 71, and if the permtting authority has
establi shed dates for submtting sem annual reports
pursuant to 40 CFR 70.6(a)(3)(iii)(A) or 40 CFR
71.6(a)(3)(iii)(A), you may submt the first and
subsequent conpliance reports according to the dates the
permtting authority has established instead of according
to the dates in paragraphs (b)(1) through (4) of this
section.

(c) Preconpliance report. You nust submt a

preconpl i ance report to request approval for any of the

items in paragraphs (c)(1) through (7) of this section.

We will either approve or disapprove the report within 90
days after we receive it. |If we disapprove the report,
you nmust still be in conpliance with the en ssion

[imtations and work practice standards in this subpart
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by the conpliance date. To change any of the information
submtted in the report, you nust notify us 60 days
bef ore the planned change is to be inplenented.

(1) Requests for approval to set operating limts
for paraneters other than those specified in 8863. 2455
t hrough 63. 2485 and referenced therein. Alternatively,
you may make these requests according to 863.8(f).

(2) Descriptions of daily or per batch
denonstrations to verify that control devices subject to
863. 2460(c) (5) are operating as designed.

(3) A description of the test conditions, data,
cal cul ati ons, and other information used to establish
operating limts according to 863.2460(c)(3).

(4) Data and rationale used to support an
engi neeri ng assessnent to cal cul ate uncontroll ed
em ssions in accordance with 863.1257(d)(2)(ii).

(5) The pollution prevention denonstration plan
required in 863.2495(c)(1), if you are conplying with the
pol l uti on prevention alternative.

(6) Documentation of the practices that you wll
inplement to mnimze HAP em ssions from streans t hat
contain energetics and organi c peroxides, and rationale

for why neeting the emssion limt specified in Tables 1
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through 7 to this subpart would create an undue safety
hazar d.

(7) For fabric filters that are nonitored with bag
| eak detectors, an operation and nai ntenance plan that
descri bes proper operation and mai ntenance procedures,
and a corrective action plan that describes corrective
actions to be taken, and the timng of those actions,
when the PM concentration exceeds the set point and
activates the alarm

(d) Notification of conpliance status report. You

must submt a notification of conpliance status report
according to the schedule in paragraph (d)(1) of this
section, and the notification of conpliance status report
must contain the information specified in paragraph
(d)(2) of this section.

(1) You nmust submt the notification of conpliance
status report no later than 150 days after the applicable
conpliance date specified in 8§863.2445.

(2) The notification of conpliance status report
must include the information in paragraphs (d)(2)(i)

t hrough (ix) of this section.
(i) The results of any applicability determ nations,

em ssion cal cul ati ons, or analyses used to identify and
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quantify HAP em ssions fromthe affected source.

(ii) The results of em ssions profiles, performance
tests, engineering anal yses, design evaluations, flare
conpliance assessnents, inspections and repairs, and
cal cul ati ons used to denpbnstrate initial conpliance
according to 8863. 2455 through 63.2485. For performance
tests, results nust include descriptions of sanpling and
anal ysis procedures and quality assurance procedures.

(ii1) Descriptions of nonitoring devices, nonitoring
frequencies, and the operating limts established during
the initial conpliance denonstrations, including data and
cal cul ations to support the |l evels you establish.

(iv) Al operating scenarios.

(v) Descriptions of worst-case operating and/ or
testing conditions for control devices.

(vi) ldentification of parts of the affected source
subject to overlapping requirenments described in 863. 2535
and the authority under which you will conply.

(vii) The information specified in 863.1039(a)(1)

t hrough (3) for each process subject to the work practice
standards for equipnment leaks in Table 6 to this subpart.

(viii) ldentify storage tanks for which you are

conplying with the vapor balancing alternative in
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§63. 2470(g) .

(ix) Records as specified in 863.2535(i)(1) through
(3) of process units used to create a PUG and
cal cul ations of the initial primry product of the PUG

(e) Conpliance report. The conpliance report nust

contain the information specified in paragraphs (e)(1)
t hrough (10) of this section.

(1) Conpany nanme and address.

(2) Statenent by a responsible official with that
official’s nane, title, and signature, certifying the
accuracy of the content of the report.

(3) Date of report and begi nning and endi ng dates of
t he reporting period.

(4) For each SSM during which excess em ssions
occur, the conpliance report nust include records that
t he procedures specified in your startup, shutdown, and
mal f unction plan (SSMP) were foll owed or docunentation of
actions taken that are not consistent with the SSMP, and
include a brief description of each mal functi on.

(5) The conpliance report nust contain the
information on deviations, as defined in 863. 2550,
according to paragraphs (e)(5)(i), (ii), and (iii) of

this section.
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(i) I'f there are no deviations fromany em ssion
l[imt, operating limt or work practice standard
specified in this subpart, include a statenent that there
were no deviations fromthe em ssion limts, operating
limts, or work practice standards during the reporting
peri od.

(i1) For each deviation froman emssion limt,
operating limt, and work practice standard that occurs
at an affected source where you are not using a
continuous nmonitoring system (CMS) to conply with the
emssion limt or work practice standard in this subpart,
you nmust include the information in paragraphs
(e)(5)(i1)(A) through (C) of this section. This includes
peri ods of SSM

(A) The total operating tinme of the affected source
during the reporting period.

(B) Information on the nunber, duration, and cause
of deviations (including unknown cause, if applicable),
as applicable, and the corrective action taken.

(C) Operating logs for the day(s) during which the
devi ati on occurred, except operating |ogs are not
required for deviations of the work practice standards

for equi pnent | eaks.
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(ii1) For each deviation froman emssion limt or
operating limt occurring at an affected source where you
are using a CMs to conply with an emssion limt in this
subpart, you nust include the information in paragraphs
(e)(5)(iti1)(A through (L) of this section. This
i ncludes periods of SSM

(A) The date and tinme that each CMS was i noperative,
except for zero (low1level) and high-1evel checks.

(B) The date, time, and duration that each CEMS was
out -of-control, including the information in 863.8(c)(8).

(C) The date and tinme that each deviation started
and stopped, and whet her each deviation occurred during a
period of startup, shutdown, or mal function or during
anot her peri od.

(D) A summary of the total duration of the deviation
during the reporting period, and the total duration as a
percent of the total operating time of the affected
source during that reporting period.

(E) A breakdown of the total duration of the
devi ations during the reporting period into those that
are due to startup, shutdown, control equi pnent problens,
process probl enms, other known causes, and other unknown

causes.
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(F) A summary of the total duration of CMS downti ne
during the reporting period, and the total duration of
CMS downtinme as a percent of the total operating tine of
the affected source during that reporting period.

(G An identification of each HAP that is known to
be in the em ssion stream

(H A brief description of the process units.

(1) A brief description of the CMs.

(J) The date of the |atest CMS certification or
audi t .

(K) Operating logs for each day(s) during which the
devi ati on occurr ed.

(L) The operating day or operating bl ock average
val ues of nonitored paranmeters for each day(s) during
whi ch the deviation occurred.

(6) If you use a CEMS, and there were no periods
during which it was out-of-control as specified in
863.8(c)(7), include a statenent that there were no
peri ods during which the CEMS was out-of-control during
the reporting period.

(7) I'nclude each new operating scenari o which has
been operated since the tinme period covered by the | ast

conpliance report and has not been submtted in the
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notification of conpliance status report or a previous
conpliance report. For each new operating scenario, you
must provide verification that the operating conditions
for any associated control or treatnment device have not
been exceeded and that any required cal cul ati ons and
engi neeri ng anal yses have been performed. For the
pur poses of this paragraph, a revised operating scenario
for an existing process is considered to be a new
operating scenario.

(8) Records of process units added to a PUG as
specified in 863.2525(i)(4) and records of primry
product redeterm nations as specified in 863.2525(i)(5).

(9) Applicable records and information for periodic
reports as specified in referenced subparts F, G SS, UU
WA and GGG of this part.

(10) Notification of process change. (i) Except as

specified in paragraph (e)(10)(ii) of this section,
whenever you nmake a process change, or change any of the
information submtted in the notification of conpliance
status report, that is not within the scope of an

exi sting operating scenario, you nmust docunent the change
in your conpliance report. A process change does not

i nclude moving within a range of conditions identified in
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t he standard batch. The notification nust include all of
the information in paragraphs (e)(10)(i)(A) through (C
of this section.

(A) A description of the process change.

(B) Revisions to any of the information reported in
the original notification of conpliance status report
under paragraph (d) of this section.

(C) Information required by the notification of
conpliance status report under paragraph (d) of this
section for changes involving the addition of processes
or equi pnent at the affected source.

(i1) You nust submt a report 60 days before the
schedul ed i npl ementati on date of any of the changes
identified in paragraph (e)(10)(ii)(A, (B), or (C of
this section.

(A) Any change to the information contained in the
preconpl i ance report.

(B) A change in the status of a control device from
smal |l to | arge.

(C) A change from Goup 2 to Goup 1 for any
em ssi on point.

§63. 2525 What records nust | keep?

You nmust keep the records specified in paragraphs
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(a) through (k) of this section.

(a) Each applicable record required by subpart A of
this part 63 and in referenced subparts F, G SS, UU WN
and GGG of this part 63.

(b) Records of each operating scenario as specified
i n paragraphs (b)(1) through (8) of this section.

(1) A description of the process and the type of
process equi pment used.

(2) An identification of related process vents,
including their associ ated enm ssions episodes if not
conplying with the alternative standard in 863. 2505;
wast ewat er point of determ nation (POD); storage tanks;
and transfer racks.

(3) The applicable control requirenents of this
subpart, including the level of required control, and for
vents, the level of control for each vent.

(4) The control device or treatnment process used, as
appl i cabl e, including a description of operating and/or
testing conditions for any associated control device.

(5) The process vents, wastewater POD, transfer
racks, and storage tanks (including those from other
processes) that are sinultaneously routed to the control

devi ce or treatnment process(s).
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(6) The applicable nonitoring requirenents of this
subpart and any paranmetric |level that assures conpliance
for all em ssions routed to the control device or
treat ment process.

(7) Cal culations and engi neering anal yses required
to denonstrate conpli ance.

(8) For reporting purposes, a change to any of these
el ements not previously reported, except for paragraph
(b)(5) of this section, constitutes a new operating
scenari o.

(c) A schedule or Iog of operating scenari os updated
each tinme a different operating scenario is put into
operati on.

(d) The information specified in paragraphs (d)(1)
and (2) of this section for Group 1 batch process vents
in conpliance with a percent reduction emssion limt in
Table 2 to this subpart if sone of the vents are
controlled to | ess the percent reduction requirenent.

(1) Records of whether each batch operated was
consi dered a standard batch

(2) The estimated uncontrolled and controlled
em ssions for each batch that is considered to be a

nonst andard bat ch.
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(e) The information specified in paragraphs (e)(1)

t hrough (4) of this section for each process with Goup 2
batch process vents or uncontrolled hydrogen halide and
hal ogen HAP em ssions fromthe sum of all batch and
continuous process vents |less than 1,000 Ib/yr. No
record is required if you docunented in the notification
of conpliance status report that the MCPU does not
process, use, or produce HAP.

(1) Arecord of the day each batch was conpl et ed.

(2) A record of whether each batch operated was
consi dered a standard batch

(3) The estimated uncontrolled and controlled
em ssions for each batch that is considered to be a
nonst andard bat ch.

(4) Records of the daily 365-day rolling sunmations
of em ssions, or alternative records that correlate to
the em ssions (e.g., nunber of batches), calcul ated no
| ess frequently than nonthly.

(f) Arecord of each tine a safety device is opened
to avoi d unsafe conditions in accordance with
863. 2450(s) .

(g) Records of the results of each CPMS calibration

check and the maintenance perfornmed, as specified in
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863. 2450( k) (1).

(h) For each CEMS, you nust keep records of the date
and tinme that each deviation started and stopped, and
whet her the deviation occurred during a period of
startup, shutdown, or malfunction or during another
peri od.

(i) For each PUG you nust keep records specified in
par agraphs (i)(1) through (5) of this section.

(1) Descriptions of the MCPU and ot her process units
in the initial PUG required by 863.2535(1)(1)(v).

(2) Rationale for including each MCPU and ot her
process unit in the initial PUG (i.e., identify the
over |l appi ng equi pnent between process units) required by
863. 2535(1) (1) (v).

(3) Calculations used to determ ne the primry
product for the initial PUG required by
863. 2535(1)(2) (iv).

(4) Descriptions of process units added to the PUG
after the creation date and rationale for including the
addi ti onal process units in the PUG as required by
863. 2535(1) (1) (v).

(5) The calcul ation of each primary product

redeterm nation required by 863.2535(1)(2)(iv).
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(j) I'n the SSMP required by 863.6(e)(3), you are not
required to include Goup 2 eni ssion points, unless those
em ssion points are used in an em ssions average. For
equi pment | eaks, the SSMP requirenment is limted to
control devices and is optional for other equipnment.

(k) For each bag | eak detector used to nonitor PM
HAP em ssions froma fabric filter, maintain records of
any bag | eak detection alarm including the date and
time, with a brief explanation of the cause of the alarm
and the corrective action taken.

Ot her Requirements and | nformation
863. 2535 What conpliance options do | have if part of ny
plant is subject to both this subpart and anot her
subpart ?

For any equi pnment, em ssion stream or wastewater
stream subject to the provisions of both this subpart and
anot her rule, you may elect to conply only with the
provi sions as specified in paragraphs (a) through (I) of
this section. You also nust identify the subject
equi pment, eni ssion stream or wastewater stream and the
provisions with which you will conply, in your
notification of conpliance status report required by

§63. 2520(d) .
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(a) Conpliance with other subparts of this part 63.

I f you have an MCPU that includes a batch process vent
that also is part of a CMPU as defined in subparts F and
G of this part 63, you nmust conply with the emn ssion
limts; operating limts; work practice standards; and
the conpliance, nmonitoring, reporting and recordkeeping
requi renents for batch process vents in this subpart, and
you nmust continue to conply with the requirenments in
subparts F, G and H of this part 63 that are applicable

to the CMPU and associ ated equi pnent .

(b) Conpliance with 40 CFR parts 264 and 265,

subparts AA, BB, and/or CC. (1) After the conpliance

dates specified in 863.2445, if a control device that you
use to conply with this subpart is also subject to

moni tori ng, recordkeeping, and reporting requirenments in
40 CFR part 264, subpart AA, BB, or CC, or the nonitoring
and recordkeeping requirenents in 40 CFR part 265,

subpart AA, BB, or CC, and you conply with the periodic
reporting requirenments under 40 CFR part 264, subpart AA,
BB, or CC that would apply to the device if your facility
had final-permtted status, you may elect to conply
either with the nonitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting

requirenments of this subpart; or with the nonitoring and
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recordkeeping requirenments in 40 CFR part 264 or 265 and
the reporting requirements in 40 CFR part 264, as
described in this paragraph (b)(1), which constitute
conpliance with the nmonitoring, recordkeeping, and
reporting requirenments of this subpart. |[If you elect to
conply with the nonitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting
requirenments in 40 CFR parts 264 and/or 265, you nust
report the information described in 863.2520(e).

(2) After the conpliance dates specified in
863. 2445, if you have an affected source with equi pnment
that is also subject to 40 CFR part 264, subpart BB, or
to 40 CFR part 265, subpart BB, then conpliance with the
recordkeepi ng and reporting requirenents of 40 CFR parts
264 and/ or 265 may be used to conply with the
recordkeepi ng and reporting requirenments of this subpart,
to the extent that the requirenents of 40 CFR parts 264
and/ or 265 duplicate the requirenments of this subpart.

(c) Conpliance with 40 CFR part 60, subpart Kb and

40 CFR part 61, subpart Y. After the conpliance dates

specified in 863.2445, you are in conpliance with the
provi sions of this subpart FFFF for any storage tank that
is assigned to an MCPU and that is both controlled with a

floating roof and in conpliance with the provisions of
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either 40 CFR part 60, subpart Kb, or 40 CFR part 61,
subpart Y. You are in conpliance with this subpart FFFF
if you have a storage tank with a fixed roof, closed-vent
system and control device in conpliance with the
provi si ons of either 40 CFR part 60, subpart Kb, or 40
CFR part 61, subpart Y, except that you nust conply with
t he nonitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting requirenents
in this subpart FFFF. Alternatively, if a storage tank
assigned to an MCPU is subject to control under 40 CFR
part 60, subpart Kb, or 40 CFR part 61, subpart Y, you
may el ect to conply only with the requirenents for G oup
1 storage tanks in this subpart FFFF

(d) Conpliance with subpart I, GGG or MW of this

part 63. After the conpliance dates specified in

863. 2445, if you have an affected source with equi pnent
subj ect to subpart I, GGG or MW of this part 63, you
may el ect to conply with the provisions of subpart H,
GGG, or MW of this part 63, respectively, for all such

equi pnent .

(e) Conpliance with subpart GGG of this part 63 for

wast ewater. After the conpliance dates specified in

863. 2445, if you have an affected source subject to this

subpart and you have an affected source that generates
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wast ewat er streans that neet the applicability threshol ds
specified in 863.1256, you may elect to conply with the
provi sions of this subpart FFFF for all such wastewater
streans.

(f) Conpliance with subpart MVM of this part 63 for

wast ewater. After the conpliance dates specified in

863. 2445, if you have an affected source subject to this
subpart, and you have an affected source that generates
wast ewat er streans that neet the applicability threshol ds
specified in 863.1362(d), you may elect to conply with
the provisions of this subpart FFFF for all such

wast ewat er streans (except that the 99 percent reduction
requi renent for streans subject to 863.1362(d)(10) still
applies).

(g) Conpliance with other requlations for

wast ewater. After the conpliance dates specified in

863. 2445, if you have a Group 1 wastewater streamthat is
al so subject to provisions in 40 CFR parts 260 through
272, you may elect to determ ne whether this subpart or
40 CFR parts 260 through 272 contain the nore stringent
control requirenments (e.g., design, operation, and

i nspection requirenents for waste nmanagenent units;

nuneri cal treatnent standards; etc.) and the nore
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stringent testing, nonitoring, recordkeeping, and
reporting requirenents. Conpliance with provisions of 40
CFR parts 260 through 272 that are determ ned to be nore
stringent than the requirenments of this subpart
constitute conpliance with this subpart. For exanple,
provi sions of 40 CFR parts 260 through 272 for treatnment
units that neet the conditions specified in 863.138(h)
constitute conpliance with this subpart. You nust
identify in the notification of conpliance status report
requi red by 863.2520(d) the information and procedures
t hat you used to make any stringency determ nations.

(h) Conpliance with 40 CFR part 60, subpart DDD

[11, NNN, or RRR. After the conpliance dates specified

in 863.2445, if you have an MCPU t hat contai ns equi pment
subject to the provisions of this subpart that are al so
subject to the provisions of 40 CFR part 60, subpart DDD
11, NNN, or RRR, you may elect to apply this subpart to
all such equipnment in the MCPU. |If an MCPU subject to

t he provisions of this subpart has equi pnment to which
this subpart does not apply but which is subject to a
standard in 40 CFR part 60, subpart DDD, 11, NNN, or
RRR, you may elect to conply with the requirenments for

Group 1 process vents in this subpart for such equi pnment.
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I f you elect any of these nethods of conpliance, you nust
consider all total organic conpounds, m nus nethane and
et hane, in such equipnment for purposes of conpliance with
this subpart, as if they were organic HAP. Conpli ance
with the provisions of this subpart, in the manner
described in this paragraph (h), will constitute
conpliance with 40 CFR part 60, subpart DDD, 11, NNN, or
RRR, as applicabl e.

(i) Conpliance with 40 CFR part 61, subpart BB. (1)

After the conpliance dates specified in 863.2445, a G oup
1 transfer rack, as defined in 863.2550, that is also
subject to the provisions of 40 CFR part 61, subpart BB
you are required to conply only with the provisions of
this subpart.

(2) After the conpliance dates specified in
863. 2445, a Group 2 transfer rack, as defined in
863. 2550, that is also subject to the provisions of 40
CFR part 61, subpart BB, is required to conply with the
provi si ons of either paragraph (1)(2)(i) or (ii) of this
section.

(i) I'f the transfer rack is subject to the contro
requi renments specified in 861.302 of 40 CFR part 61,

subpart BB, then you may elect to conply with either the
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requi renments of 40 CFR part 61, subpart BB, or the
requirements for Group 1 transfer racks under this
subpart FFFF.

(ii) If the transfer rack is subject only to
reporting and recordkeepi ng requi renents under 40 CFR
part 61, subpart BB, then you are required to conply only
with the reporting and recordkeeping requirenents
specified in this subpart for Goup 2 transfer racks, and
you are exenpt fromthe reporting and recordkeepi ng

requirenents in 40 CFR part 61, subpart BB

(j) Conpliance with 40 CFR part 61, subpart FF.
After the conpliance date specified in 863.2445, for a
Goup 1 or Group 2 wastewater streamthat is al so subject
to the provisions of 40 CFR 61.342(c) through (h), and is
not exenpt under 40 CFR 61.342(c)(2) or (3), you may
elect to conply only with the requirements for Goup 1
wast ewater streans in this subpart FFFF. If a Goup 2
wast ewater streamis exenpted from 40 CFR 61.342(c) (1)
under 40 CFR 61.342(c)(2) or (3), then you are required
to comply only with the reporting and recordkeepi ng
requirements specified in this subpart for Goup 2
wast ewat er streans, and you are exenpt fromthe

requirenents in 40 CFR part 61, subpart FF
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(k) Conpliance with 40 CFR part 60, subpart VV, and

40 CFR part 61, subpart V. After the conpliance date
specified in 863.2445, if you have an affected source
with equipnent that is also subject to the requirenents
of 40 CFR part 60, subpart VV, or 40 CFR part 61, subpart
V, you may elect to apply this subpart to all such

equi pnent. Alternatively, if you have an affected source
with no continuous process vents and equi pnent that is

al so subject to the requirenents of 40 CFR part 60,
subpart VV, or 40 CFR part 61, subpart V, you nmay el ect
to conply with 40 CFR part 60, subpart VWV or 40 CFR part
61, subpart V, as applicable, for all such equi pnent.

(I') Applicability of process units included in a

process unit group. You may elect to develop and conply

with the requirenents for PUG in accordance with
par agraphs (l1)(1) through (3) of this section.

(1) Procedures to create process unit groups.

Devel op and docunent changes in a PUG in accordance with
t he procedures specified in paragraphs (1)(1)(i) through
(v) of this section.

(i) Initially, identify an MCPU that is created from
nondedi cat ed equi pnent that will operate on or after

[ | NSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON OF THI'S FI NAL RULE I N THE
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FEDERAL REG STER], and identify all processing equi pnment
that is part of this MCPU, based on descriptions in
operating scenari os.

(ii) Add to the group any ot her nondedi cated MCPU
and ot her nondedi cated process units expected to be
operated in the 5 years after the date specified in
paragraph (1)(1)(i) of this section, provided they
satisfy the criteria specified in paragraphs
()Y (iit)(A through (C) of this section. Also identify
all of the processing equi pment used for each process
unit based on information from operating scenari os and
ot her applicabl e docunent ati on.

(A) Each process unit that is added to a group nust
have sone processing equi pnent that is also part of one
or nore process units in the group.

(B) No process unit may be part of nore than one
PUG.

(C) The processing equi pment used to satisfy the
requi rement of paragraph (1)(21)(ii)(A) of this section
may not be a storage tank or control device.

(ii1) The initial PUG consists of all of the
processi ng equi pment for the process units identified in

paragraphs (1)(1)(i) and (ii) of this section. As an
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alternative to the procedures specified in paragraphs
(1)(1)(i) and (ii) of this section, you nmay use a PUG
t hat was devel oped in accordance with 863.1360(h) as your
initial PUG

(iv) Add process units developed in the future in
accordance with the conditions specified in paragraphs
() (iit)(A and (B) of this section.

(v) Maintain records that describe the process units
in the initial PUG the procedure used to create the PUG
and subsequent changes to each PUG as specified in
863. 2525(i). Submt the records in reports as specified
in 863.2520(d)(2)(ix) and (e)(8).

(2) Determ ne primary product. You nust determ ne

the primary product of each PUG created in paragraph
(I)(1) of this section according to the procedures
specified in paragraphs (1)(2)(i) through (iv) of this
section.

(i) The primary product is the type of product
(e.g., organic chem cals subject to 863.2435(b)(1),
phar maceuti cal products subject to 863. 1250, or pesticide
active ingredients subject to 863.1360) expected to be
produced for the greatest operating time in the 5-year

period specified in paragraph (1)(1)(ii) of this section.
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(ii) I'f the PUG produces nultiple types of products
equal |y based on operating tinme, then the primary product
is the type of product with the greatest production on a
mass basis over the 5-year period specified in paragraph
(I)(1)(iir) of this section.

(ii1) At a mininmum you nmust redeterm ne the primary
product of the PUG follow ng the procedure specified in
paragraphs (1)(2)(i) and (ii) of this section every 5
years.

(iv) You nust record the calculation of the initial
primary product determ nation as specified in
863. 2525(i)(3) and report the results in the notification
of conpliance status report as specified in
863. 2520(d)(8)(ix). You nust record the cal cul ati on of
each redeterm nation of the primary product as specified
in 863.2525(i)(5) and report the calculation in a
conpliance report submtted no later than the report
covering the period for the end of the 5th year after
cessation of production of the previous primary product,
as specified in 863.2520(e)(8).

(3) Conpliance requirenents. (i) If the primary

product of the PUG is determ ned according to paragraph

(I')(2) of this section to be material described in
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863. 2435(b) (1), then you nust conply with this subpart
for each MCPU in the PUG  You may also elect to conply
with this subpart for all other process units in the PUG
whi ch constitutes conpliance with other part 63 rules.

(ii1) If the primary product of the PUG is determ ned
according to paragraph (l1)(2) of this section to be
mat eri al not described in 863.2435(b)(1), then you nust
conply with paragraph (I)(3)(ii)(A), (B), or (C of this
section, as applicable.

(A) If the primary product is subject to subpart GGG
of this part 63, then conply with the requirements of
subpart GGG for each MCPU in the PUG

(B) If the primary product is subject to subpart MVM
of this part 63, then conply with the requirenments of
subpart MWM for each MCPU in the PUG

(C) If the primary product is subject to any subpart
in this part 63 other than subpart GGG or subpart MM
then conply with the requirenents of this subpart for
each MCPU in the PUG

(ii1) The requirenents for new and reconstructed
sources in the alternative subpart apply to all MCPU in
the PUGif and only if the affected source under the

alternative subpart neets the requirenments for
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construction or reconstruction.
863. 2540 What parts of the General Provisions apply to
me?

Table 12 to this subpart shows which parts of the
General Provisions in 8863.1 through 63.15 apply to you.
863. 2545 Who i nplenments and enforces this subpart?

(a) This subpart can be inplenmented and enforced by
us, the U S. Environnmental Protection Agency (U S. EPA),
or a delegated authority such as your State, |ocal, or
tribal agency. |If the U S. EPA Adm nistrator has
del egated authority to your State, local, or triba
agency, then that agency also has the authority to
i npl ement and enforce this subpart. You should contact
your U.S. EPA Regional Ofice to find out if this subpart
is delegated to your State, local, or tribal agency.

(b) I'n delegating inmplenentation and enforcenent
authority of this subpart to a State, local, or triba
agency under 40 CFR part 63, subpart E, the authorities
contained in paragraphs (b)(1) through (4) of this
section are retained by the Adm nistrator of U S. EPA and
are not delegated to the State, local, or tribal agency.

(1) Approval of alternatives to the non-opacity

emssion limts and work practice standards in
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863. 2450(a) under 863.6(Q).

(2) Approval of mmjor alternatives to test nmethods
under 863.7(e)(2)(ii) and (f) and as defined in 863. 90.

(3) Approval of mmjor alternatives to nonitoring
under 863.8(f) and as defined in 863. 90.

(4) Approval of mmjor alternatives to recordkeeping
and reporting under 863.10(f) and as defined in 863. 90.
863. 2550 What definitions apply to this subpart?

(a) For an affected source conplying with the
requi renments in subpart SS of this part 63, the terns
used in this subpart and in subpart SS of this part 63
have the neani ng given themin 863.981, except as
specified in 8863.2450(k)(2) and (m, 63.2470(c)(2),
63. 2475(b), and paragraph (i) of this section.

(b) For an affected source conplying with the
requi renments in subpart TT of this part 63, the terns
used in this subpart and in subpart TT of this part 63
have the neani ng given themin 863.1001.

(c) For an affected source conplying with the
requi renments in subpart UU of this part 63, the terns
used in this subpart and in subpart UU of this part 63
have the neani ng given themin 863.1020.

(d) For an affected source conplying with the
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requirements in subpart WVof this part 63, the terns
used in this subpart and subpart WWof this part 63 have
t he neaning given themin 863. 1061, except as specified
in 8863.2450(m, 63.2470(c)(2), and paragraph (i) of this
section.

(e) For an affected source conplying with the
requirenments in 8863.132 through 63.149, the terns used
in this subpart and 8863.132 t hrough 63. 149 have the
meani ng given themin 8863.101 and 63.111, except as
specified in 863.2450(m and paragraph (i) of this
section.

(f) For an affected source conplying with the
requi rements in 8863. 104 and 63. 105, the terns used in
this subpart and in 8863.104 and 63.105 of this subpart
have the neaning given themin 863.101, except as
specified in 8863.2450(m, 63.2490(b), and paragraph (i)
of this section.

(g) For an affected source conplying with
requirenments in 8863. 1253, 63.1257, and 63. 1258, the
terms used in this subpart and in 8863.1253, 63.1257, and
63. 1258 have the nmeaning given themin 863.1251, except
as specified in 863.2450(m and paragraph (i) of this

section.
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(h) For an affected source conplying with the
requirenents in 40 CFR part 65, subpart F, the terns used
in this subpart and in 40 CFR part 65, subpart F, have
t he neaning given themin 40 CFR 65. 2.

(i) Al other ternms used in this subpart are defined
in the Clean Air Act (CAA), in 40 CFR 63.2, and in this
paragraph (i). If atermis defined in 863.2, 863.101
§63. 111, §63.981, 8§63.1001, §63.1020, 863.1061, 863. 1251,
or 865.2 and in this paragraph (i), the definition in
this paragraph (i) applies for the purposes of this
subpart.

Ancillary activities neans boilers and inci nerators

(not used to conply with the emssion limts in Tables 1
through 7 to this subpart), chillers and refrigeration
systens, and other equi pnent and activities that are not
directly involved (i.e., they operate within a cl osed
system and materials are not conbined with process
fluids) in the processing of raw materials or the

manuf acturing of a product or isolated internediate.

Bat ch operation neans a nonconti nuous operation
involving intermttent or discontinuous feed into
equi pnment, and, in general, involves the enptying of the

equi pnment after the operation ceases and prior to
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begi nning a new operation. Addition of raw material and
wi t hdrawal of product do not occur sinultaneously in a
bat ch operation

Batch process vent neans a vent froma unit

operation or vents fromnmultiple unit operations within a
process that are nmanifol ded together into a conmon
header, through which a HAP-containing gas streamis, or
has the potential to be, released to the atnosphere.
Exanpl es of batch process vents include, but are not
limted to, vents on condensers used for product
recovery, reactors, filters, centrifuges, and process
tanks. The followi ng are not batch process vents for the
pur poses of this subpart:

(1) Continuous process vents;

(2) Bottons receivers;

(3) Surge control vessels;

(4) Gaseous streanms routed to a fuel gas system(s);

(5) Vents on storage tanks, wastewater em ssion
sources, or pieces of equi pnent subject to the em ssion
limts and work practice standards in Tables 4, 6, and 7
to this subpart;

(6) Druns, pails, and totes;

(7) Flexible elephant trunk systenms that draw
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anbient air (i.e., the systemis not ducted, piped, or
ot herwi se connected to the unit operations) away from
operators when vessels are opened; and

(8) Emi ssion streans from em ssion epi sodes that are
undi l uted and uncontroll ed containing | ess than 50 ppmv
HAP or |ess than 200 I b/yr. The HAP concentration or
mass em ssion rate my be determ ned using any of the
foll owing: process know edge that no HAP are present in
t he em ssion stream an engi neering assessnent as
di scussed in 863.1257(d)(2)(ii); equations specified in
863. 1257(d)(2) (i), as applicable; test data using Methods
18 of 40 CFR part 60, appendix A; or any other test
met hod that has been validated according to the
procedures in Method 301 of appendix A of this part 63.

Bottons receiver neans a tank that collects bottons

fromconti nuous distillation before the streamis sent
for storage or for further downstream processi ng.

Construction neans the onsite fabrication, erection,

or installation of an affected source or MCPU.  Addition
of new equi pnment to an MCPU subject to existing source
st andards does not constitute construction, but it may
constitute reconstruction of the affected source or MCPU

if it satisfies the definition of reconstruction in
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§63. 2.

Consunption nmeans the quantity of all HAP raw
materials entering a process in excess of the theoretical
anmopunt used as reactant, assum ng 100 percent
stoi chionetric conversion. The raw materials include
reactants, solvents, and any other additives. |If a HAP
is generated in the process as well as added as a raw
mat eri al, consunption includes the quantity generated in
t he process.

Conti nuous process vent neans the point of discharge

to the atnosphere (or the point of entry into a control
device, if any) of a gas streamif the gas stream has the
characteristics specified in 863.107(b) through (h), or
neets the criteria specified in 863.107(i), except:

(1) The reference in 863.107(e) to a chem cal
manuf acturing process unit that nmeets the criteria of
863. 100(b) nmeans an MCPU that neets the criteria of
§63. 2435(b) ;

(2) The reference in 863.107(h)(4) to 863.113 neans
Table 1 to this subpart;

(3) The references in 863.107(h)(7) to 8863.119 and
63.126 nean Tables 4 and 5 to this subpart; and

(4) For the purposes of 863.2455, all references to
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t he characteristics of a process vent (e.g., flowate,
total HAP concentration, or TRE index value) mean the
characteristics of the gas stream

Dedi cat ed MCPU nmeans an MCPU t hat consi sts of

equi pnent that is used exclusively for one process,
except that storage tanks assigned to the process
according to the procedures in 863.2435(d) also may be
shared by other processes.

Devi ati on nmeans any instance in which an affected
source subject to this subpart, or an owner or operator
of such a source:

(1) Fails to neet any requirenment or obligation
established by this subpart including, but not limted
to, any emssion limt, operating limt, or work practice
st andard; or

(2) Fails to neet any termor condition that is
adopted to inplenent an applicable requirenent in this
subpart and that is included in the operating permt for
any affected source required to obtain such a permt; or

(3) Fails to neet any emission limt, operating
l[imt, or work practice standard in this subpart during
startup, shutdown, or malfunction, regardl ess of whether

or not such failure is permtted by this subpart.
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Energetics neans propellants, explosives, and

pyrotechnics and include materials |listed at 49 CFR
172.101 as Hazard Class | Hazardous Mterials, Divisions
1.1 through 1.6.

Equi pment nmeans each punp, conpressor, agitator,
pressure relief device, sanpling connection system open-
ended val ve or line, valve, connector, and
instrunentation systemin organic HAP service; and any
control devices or systens used to conply with Table 6 to
this subpart.

Excess em ssions neans em ssions greater than those

all owed by the emission limt.

Fam |y of materials neans a grouping of materials

with the same basic conposition or the sanme basic end use
or functionality produced using the same basic feedstocks
with essentially identical HAP em ssion profiles (primary
constituent and relative nmagni tude on a pound per product
basi s) and manufacturing equi pment configuration.
Exanples of famlies of materials include nultiple grades
of the same product or different variations of a product
(e.g., blue, black, and red resins).

Group 1 batch process vent neans each of the batch

process vents in a process for which the collective
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uncontrolled organic HAP em ssions fromall of the batch
process vents are greater than or equal to 10,000 | b/yr
at an existing source or greater than or equal to 3,000
| b/yr at a new source.

G oup 2 batch process vent neans each batch process

vent that does not neet the definition of Group 1 batch
process vent.

Goup 1 continuous process vent nmeans a continuous

process vent with a total resource effectiveness index
val ue, cal cul ated according to 863.2455(b), that is |ess
than 1.9 at an existing source and less than 5.0 at a new
sour ce.

Group 2 continuous process vent neans a conti nuous

process vent that does not neet the definition of a Goup
1 continuous process vent.

Group 1 storage tank neans a storage tank with a

capacity greater than or equal to 10,000 gal storing

mat eri al that has a maxi num true vapor pressure of total
HAP greater than or equal to 6.9 kil opascals at an

exi sting source or greater than or equal to 0.69

kil opascal s at a new source.

Group 2 storage tank neans a storage tank that does

not nmeet the definition of a G oup 1 storage tank.
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Group 1 transfer rack neans a transfer rack that

| oads nore than 0.65 mllion liters/year of |iquids that
contain organic HAP with a rack-wei ghted average parti al
pressure, as defined in 863.111, greater than or equal to
1.5 pound per square inch absol ute.

Group 2 transfer rack means a transfer rack that

does not neet the definition of a Group 1 transfer rack.

G oup 1 wastewater stream nmeans a wastewater stream

consi sting of process wastewater at an existing or new
source that neets the criteria for Goup 1 status in
863. 2485(c) for conpounds in Tables 8 and 9 to this
subpart and/or a wastewater stream consisting of process
wast ewater at a new source that neets the criteria for
Group 1 status in 863.132(d) for conpounds in Table 8 to
subpart G of this part 63.

G oup 2 wastewater stream nmeans any process

wast ewat er stream that does not meet the definition of a
G oup 1 wastewater stream

Hal ogenat ed vent stream neans a vent stream

determ ned to have a nmass em ssion rate of hal ogen atons
contained in organic conpounds of 0.45 kil ograns per hour
or greater determ ned by the procedures presented in

§63. 115(d) (2) (V).
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Hydr ogen halide and hal ogen HAP neans hydrogen

chl oride, hydrogen fluoride, and chl orine.

In organic HAP service neans that a piece of

equi pnment either contains or contacts a fluid (liquid or
gas) that is at least 5 percent by weight of total
organi ¢ HAP as determ ned according to the provisions of
863.180(d). The provisions of 863.180(d) al so specify
how to determ ne that a piece of equipnent is not in
organi ¢ HAP service.

| sol ated internediate means a product of a process

that is stored before subsequent processing. An isolated
intermediate is usually a product of a chem cal

synthesis, fernmentation, or biological extraction
process. Storage of an isolated intermedi ate nmarks the
end of a process. Storage occurs at any tine the
intermediate is placed in equi pment used solely for

st or age.

Large control device neans a control device that

controls total HAP em ssions of greater than or equal to
10 tpy, before control.

Mai nt enance wast ewat er nmeans wast ewat er generated by

t he draining of process fluid from conponents in the MCPU

into an individual drain systemin preparation for or
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during mai ntenance activities. Mintenance wastewater
can be generated during planned and unpl anned shut downs
and during periods not associated with a shutdown.
Exanpl es of activities that can generate maintenance
wast ewat er include descaling of heat exchanger tubing
bundl es, cleaning of distillation colum traps, draining
of punps into an individual drain system and draining of
portions of the MCPU for repair. Wastewater fromroutine
cl eani ng operations occurring as part of batch operations
is not considered maintenance wastewater.

Maxi mum true vapor pressure has the neaning given in

863. 111, except that it applies to all HAP rather than
only organi c HAP.

M scel | aneous organi c cheni cal manufacturing process

means all equi pnment which collectively function to
produce a product or isolated internediate that are

mat eri al s described in 863.2435(b). For the purposes of
this subpart, process includes any, all or a conbination
of reaction, recovery, separation, purification, or other
activity, operation, manufacture, or treatnment which are
used to produce a product or isolated internediate. A
process is also defined by the foll ow ng:

(1) Routine cleaning operations conducted as part of
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bat ch operations are consi dered part of the process;

(2) Each nondedi cated sol vent recovery operation is
consi dered a single process;

(3) Each nondedi cated formul ati on operation is
considered a single process that is used to fornul ate
numerous materials and/or products; and

(4) Quality assurance/quality control |aboratories
are not considered part of any process.

(5) Ancillary activities are not considered a
process or part of any process.

Nondedi cat ed sol vent recovery operation nmeans a

distillation unit or other purification equipnent that
recei ves used solvent from nore than one MCPU.

Nonst andard batch nmeans a batch process that is

operated outside of the range of operating conditions
that are docunmented in an existing operating scenario but
is still a reasonably anticipated event. For exanple, a
nonst andard batch occurs when additional processing or
processing at different operating conditions nust be
conducted to produce a product that is normally produced
under the conditions described by the standard batch. A
nonst andard batch nmay be necessary as a result of a

mal function, but it is not itself a mal function.
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On-site or on site neans, with respect to records

required to be maintained by this subpart or required by
anot her subpart referenced by this subpart, that records
are stored at a location within a major source which
enconpasses the affected source. On-site includes, but
is not limted to, storage at the affected source or MCPU
to which the records pertain, or storage in central files
el sewhere at the mmj or source.

Operating scenario neans, for the purposes of

reporting and recordkeepi ng, any specific operation of an
MCPU as described by records specified in 863.2525(b).

Organi ¢ _group neans structures that contain

primarily carbon, hydrogen, and oxygen atons.

Organi ¢ _peroxi des neans organi ¢ conpounds contai ni ng

t he bivalent -0-0- structure which may be considered to
be a structural derivative of hydrogen peroxi de where one
or both of the hydrogen atons has been replaced by an

organi ¢ radi cal

Predom nant HAP neans as used in calibrating an
anal yzer, the single organic HAP that constitutes the
| argest percentage of the total organic HAP in the
anal yzed gas stream by vol une.

Process tank neans a tank or vessel that is used
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within a process to collect material discharged froma
f eedstock storage tank or equi pnent within the process
before the material is transferred to other equi pnent
within the process or a product storage tank. A process
tank has em ssions that are related to the
characteristics of the batch cycle, and it does not
accunmul ate product over nultiple batches. Surge control
vessel s and bottonms receivers are not process tanks.

Pr oducti on-i ndexed HAP consunpti on factor (HAP

factor) nmeans the result of dividing the annual
consunpti on of total HAP by the annual production rate,
per process.

Pr oducti on-i ndexed VOC consunption factor (VOC

factor) nmeans the result of dividing the annual
consunption of total VOC by the annual production rate,
per process.

Quat ernary ammoni um conpounds nmeans a type of

organi c nitrogen conpound in which the nol ecul ar
structure includes a central nitrogen atomjoined to four
organic groups as well as an acid radical of sone sort.

Recovery device neans an individual unit of

equi pnmrent used for the purpose of recovering chem cals

from process vent streans for reuse in a process at the
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affected source and from wastewater streans for fue
value (i.e., net positive heating value), use, reuse, or
for sale for fuel value, use or reuse. Exanples of

equi pmrent that may be recovery devices include absorbers,
carbon adsorbers, condensers, oil-water separators or
organi c-water separators, or organic renoval devices such
as decanters, strippers, or thin-film evaporation units.
To be a recovery device for a wastewater stream a
decanter and any ot her equi pnent based on the operating
principle of gravity separation nmust receive only nmulti-
phase |iquid streans.

Responsi bl e official neans responsible official as

defined in 40 CFR 70. 2.

Saf ety device neans a closure device such as a

pressure relief valve, frangible disc, fusible plug, or
any other type of device which functions exclusively to
prevent physical damage or permanent deformation to a
unit or its air em ssion control equipnent by venting
gases or vapors directly to the atnosphere during unsafe
conditions resulting froman unplanned, accidental, or
enmergency event. For the purposes of this subpart, a

saf ety device is not used for routine venting of gases or

vapors fromthe vapor headspace underneath a cover such
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as during filling of the unit or to adjust the pressure
in response to normal daily diurnal anbient tenperature
fluctuations. A safety device is designed to remain in a
cl osed position during normal operations and open only
when the internal pressure, or another rel evant
paranmet er, exceeds the device threshold setting
applicable to the air em ssion control equi pnent as
determ ned by the owner or operator based on manufacturer
recommendati ons, applicable regulations, fire protection
and prevention codes and practices, or other requirenents
for the safe handling of flanmmmable, conbustible,
expl osi ve, reactive, or hazardous materi al s.

Shut down neans the cessation of operation of a
conti nuous operation for any purpose. Shutdown al so
means the cessation of a batch operation, or any related
i ndi vi dual piece of equipnment required or used to comply
with this subpart, if the steps taken to cease operation
differ fromthose described in a standard batch or
nonst andard batch. Shutdown also applies to enptying and
degassi ng storage vessels. Shutdown does not apply to
cessation of batch operations at the end of a canpaign or
bet ween batches within a canpai gn when the steps taken

are routine operations.
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Small control device neans a control device that

controls total HAP em ssions of |less than 10 tpy, before
control.

St andard batch nmeans a batch process operated within

a range of operating conditions that are docunented in an
operating scenario. Em ssions froma standard batch are
based on the operating conditions that result in highest
em ssions. The standard batch defines the uncontrolled
and controlled em ssions for each em ssion epi sode

defi ned under the operating scenari o.

Startup neans the setting in operation of a
continuous operation for any purpose; the first tinme a
new or reconstructed batch operation begi ns production;
for new equi pnent added, including equi pment required or
used to comply with this subpart, the first tinme the
equi pnment is put into operation; or for the introduction
of a new product/process, the first tinme the product or
process is run in equipnent. For batch operations,
startup applies to the first tinme the equi pnment is put
into operation at the start of a canpaign to produce a
product that has been produced in the past if the steps
taken to begin production differ fromthose specified in

a standard batch or nonstandard batch. Startup does not
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a batch within a canpai gn when the steps taken are
routi ne operations.

St orage tank neans a tank or other vessel that is

used to store liquids that contain organic HAP and/ or
hydrogen hali de and hal ogen HAP and that has been
assigned to an MCPU according to the procedures in
863.2435(d). The follow ng are not considered storage
tanks for the purposes of this subpart:

(1) Vessels permanently attached to notor vehicles
such as trucks, railcars, barges, or ships;

(2) Pressure vessels designed to operate in excess
of 204.9 kil opascals and w thout em ssions to the
at nospher e;

(3) Vessels storing organic |liquids that contain HAP
only as inmpurities;

(4) Wastewater storage tanks;

(5) Bottons receivers;

(6) Surge control vessels; and

(7) Process tanks.

Suppl enental gases are any gaseous streans that are

not defined as process vents, or closed-vent systens from

wast ewat er managenment and treatment units, storage tanks,
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or equi pnent conmponents and that contain | ess than 50
ppmv TOC, as determ ned through process know edge, that
are introduced into vent streans or manifolds. Air
required to operate conbustion device burner(s) is not
consi dered suppl enent al gas.

Surge control vessel neans feed drums, recycle

drums, and internedi ate vessels immediately preceding
continuous reactors, air-oxidation reactors, or
distillation operations. Surge control vessels are used
within an MCPU when in-process storage, m Xxing, or
managenent of flowates or volunes is needed to introduce
material into continuous reactors, air-oxidation
reactors, or distillation operations.

Total organi c conpounds or (TOC) neans the total

gaseous organi ¢ conpounds (m nus nethane and ethane) in a
vent stream

Transfer rack neans the collection of |oading arns

and | oadi ng hoses, at a single |oading rack, that are
assigned to an MCPU according to the procedures specified
in 863.2435(d) and are used to fill tank trucks and/or
rail cars with organic |iquids that contain one or nore
of the organic HAP |listed in section 112(b) of the CAA of

this subpart. Transfer rack includes the associ ated
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punps, neters, shutoff valves, relief valves, and other
pi ping and val ves.

Unit operation means those processing steps that

occur within distinct equi pment that are used, anong
other things, to prepare reactants, facilitate reactions,
separate and purify products, and recycle material s.

Equi pnment used for these purposes includes, but is not
l[imted to, reactors, distillation colums, extraction
col ums, absorbers, decanters, dryers, condensers, and
filtration equi pnment.

WAst e managenent unit neans the equi pnent,

structure(s), and/or device(s) used to convey, store,
treat, or dispose of wastewater streans or residuals.
Exanpl es of waste managenment units include wastewater
tanks, air flotation units, surface inpoundnents,
containers, oil-water or organic-water separators,

i ndi vi dual drain systems, biological wastewater treatnent
units, waste incinerators, and organic renoval devices
such as steam and air stripper units, and thin film
evaporation units. |If such equipnment is being operated
as a recovery device, then it is part of a m scell aneous
organi ¢ chem cal manufacturing process and is not a waste

managenent unit.
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Wast ewat er neans water that is discarded from an

MCPU t hrough a single POD and that contains either: an
annual average concentration of conmpounds in Table 8 or 9
to this subpart of at |least 5 ppmw and has an annual
average flowate of 0.02 liters per mnute or greater; or
an annual average concentration of conmpounds in Table 8
or 9 to this subpart of at |east 10,000 ppnw at any
flowate. The follow ng are not consi dered wast ewat er
for the purposes of this subpart:

(1) Stormmvater from segregated sewers;

(2) Water fromfire-fighting and del uge systens,
i ncluding testing of such systens;

(3) Spills;

(4) Water from safety showers;

(5) Sanples of a size not greater than reasonably
necessary for the nethod of analysis that is used,

(6) Equi pment | eaks;

(7) Wastewater drips from procedures such as
di sconnecting hoses after cleaning |ines; and

(8) Noncontact cooling water.

WAst ewat er stream neans a stream that contains only

wast ewater as defined in this paragraph (h).

Wrk practice standard neans any design, equi pnment,
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wor k practice, or operational standard, or conbination
t hereof, that is pronul gated pursuant to section 112(h)

of the CAA.

Tabl es to Subpart FFFF of Part 63

Table 1 to Subpart FFFF of Part 63. Em ssion Limts and

Work Practice Standards for Continuous Process Vents

As required in 863.2455, you nust nmeet each
em ssion limt and work practice standard in the

following table that applies to your continuous process

vents:
For each. . For which Then you nust
1. Goup 1 a. Not i . Reduce em ssions of tota

conti nuous appl i cable organic HAP by $98 percent by

process vent wei ght or to an outl et
concentration #20 ppnv as
organi ¢ HAP or TOC by venting
em ssions through a cl osed-
vent systemto any conbination
of control devices (except a
flare); or

ii. Reduce em ssions of total



2.

Hal ogenat ed
Goup 1
conti nuous
process vent

stream

3. Goup 2
conti nuous

process vent

a. You use
a
conbusti on
control
device to
control

or ganic
HAP

eni ssi ons

You use a
recovery

device to
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organi ¢ HAP by venti ng

enm ssions through a closed
vent systemto a flare; or
iii. Use a recovery device to
mai ntain the TRE above 1.9 for
an existing source or above

5.0 for a new source.

i. Use a hal ogen reduction
device after the conmbustion
device to reduce em ssions of
hydr ogen hal i de and hal ogen
HAP by $99 percent by weight,
or to #0.45 kg/hr, or to #20
ppnmv; or

ii. Use a hal ogen reduction
devi ce before the conbustion
device to reduce the hal ogen
atom mass em ssion rate to
#0. 45 kg/ hr or to a

concentration #20 ppnv.

Conmply with the requirenments
in 863.993 and the

requi rements referenced



at an
exi sting

source

4. G oup 2
conti nuous
process vent
at a new

source

Table 2 to Subpart

mai nt ai n
the TRE
| evel >1.9

but #5.0

a. You use
a recovery
device to
mai nt ai n
the TRE

| evel >5.0

but #8.0
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t her ei n.

Conmply with the requirements
in 863.993 and the
requi rements referenced

t her ei n.

FFFF of Part 63. Em ssion Limts and

Wrk Practice Standards for Batch Process Vents

As required in 863.2460, you nust neet each

em ssion limt and work practice standard in the

following table that applies to your batch process

vents:

For each .

Then you nust

And you nust

1. Process

a. Reduce co

| ective Not applicable



with Goup
1 batch
process

vents
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uncontroll ed organic
HAP em ssions from
the sum of all batch
process vents within
t he process by $98
percent by wei ght by
venting em ssions
froma sufficient
nunmber of the vents
t hrough a cl osed-vent
systemto any

conbi nati on of
control devices

(except a flare); or

b. Reduce collective
uncontroll ed organic
HAP em ssions from
the sum of all batch
process vents within
the process by $95
percent by wei ght by
venting eni ssions

froma sufficient

Not applicable
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nunmber of the vents

t hrough a cl osed-vent
systemto any

conbi nati on of

recovery devices; or

c. For all batch
process vents within
t he process that are
not controll ed by
venting through a

cl osed-vent systemto
a flare or to any

ot her conbi nati on of
control devices that
reduce total organic
HAP to an outl et
concentration #20 ppnv
as TOC or total
organi ¢ HAP, reduce
organi ¢ HAP en ssi ons
by venting em ssions
froma sufficient

nunber of the vents

Not applicabl e



2.

Hal ogenat ed
Goup 1

bat ch
process
vent for

whi ch you
use a
combusti on

device to
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t hrough a cl osed-vent
systemto any

conbi nati on of
recovery devices that
reduce collective

em ssions by $95
percent by wei ght
and/ or any

conbi nati on of
control devices that
reduce collective

em ssions by $98

percent by wei ght.

a. Use a hal ogen i . Reduce overal
reduction device em ssi ons of

after the conbustion hydrogen hal i de and
control device; or hal ogen HAP by $99

percent; or

ii. Reduce overal

em ssi ons of

hydr ogen hal i de and
hal ogen HAP to #0. 45

kg/ hr; or
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contr ol iii. Reduce overal
or gani ¢ HAP en ssi ons of
em ssi ons hydr ogen hal i de and

hal ogen HAP to a

concentrati on #20

ppnv.
b. Use a hal ogen Reduce the hal ogen
reducti on device atom mass em ssi on

before the conmbustion rate to #0.45 kg/hr
control device. or to a

concentrati on #20

Table 3 to Subpart FFFF of Part 63. Em ssion Limts for
Hydr ogen Hal i de and Hal ogen HAP Em ssi ons or PM HAP

Em ssi ons From Process Vents

As required in 863.2465, you nust meet each em ssion
limt in the follow ng table that applies to your process
vents that contain hydrogen halide and hal ogen HAP

em ssions or PM HAP em ssi ons:
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For each .

1. Process with
uncontrol |l ed hydrogen
hal i de and hal ogen
HAP em ssions from
process vents $1, 000

[ b/ yr.

2. Process at a new
source with
uncontrol |l ed PM HAP
em ssions from
process vents $400

| b/ yr.

You nust

Reduce col l ective hydrogen
hal i de and hal ogen HAP em ssi ons
by $99 percent by weight or to
an outlet concentration #20 ppnv
by venting through a cl osed-vent
systemto any conbi nati on of

control devices.

Reduce overall PM HAP em ssi ons

by $97 percent by wei ght.

Table 4 to Subpart FFFF of Part 63. Em ssion Limts for

St orage Tanks

As required in 863.2470, you nust neet each

emssion limt in the followng table that applies to

your storage tanks:

For each For which . Then you nust.
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1. Goup

a. The

1 storage maxi mum

t ank

true vapor
pressure of
total HAP
at the

st or age
tenperature
is $76.6

ki | opascal s

b. The

maxi mum
true vapor
pressure of
total HAP
at the

st orage

i . Reduce total HAP eni ssions by
$95 percent by weight or to
#20ppmv of TOC or organi c HAP and
#20 ppnmv of hydrogen halide and
hal ogen HAP by venting em ssions
through a cl osed vent systemto
any conbi nation of control

devi ces (excluding a flare); or
ii. Reduce total organic HAP

em ssions by venting em ssions

t hrough a closed vent systemto a
flare; or

iii. Reduce total HAP em ssions
by venting em ssions to a fuel

gas system or process.

i. Conply with the requirenents
of subpart WWNof this part,

except as specified in 8§863.2470;
or

ii. Reduce total HAP eni ssions by
$95 percent by weight or to #20

ppmv of TOC or organi c HAP and



2.

Hal ogenat
ed vent
stream
froma
Goup 1
st or age

t ank

tenperature
is <76.6

kil opascal s

You use a
conbusti on
control
device to
control

or gani ¢ HAP

eni ssi ons
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#20 ppmv of hydrogen hali de and
hal ogen HAP by venting em ssions
t hrough a closed vent systemto
any conbi nati on of control
devices (excluding a flare); or
iii. Reduce total organic HAP

em ssions by venting em ssions

t hrough a closed vent systemto a
flare; or

iv. Reduce total HAP eni ssions by
venting em ssions to a fuel gas

system or process.

Meet one of the em ssion [imt
options specified in Item 2. a.
or ii. in Table 1 to this

subpart.
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Table 5 to Subpart FFFF of Part 63. Em ssion Limts and

Wrk Practice Standards for Transfer Racks

As required in 863.2475, you nust neet each
emssion limt and work practice standard in the

following table that applies to your transfer racks:

For each . . . You nust

1. Goup 1 a. Reduce em ssions of total organic HAP
transfer rack by $98 percent by weight or to an outl et
concentration #20 ppnv as organic HAP or
TOC by venting em ssions through a
cl osed-vent systemto any conbination of
control devices (except a flare); or
b. Reduce em ssions of total organic HAP
by venting em ssions through a cl osed-
vent systemto a flare; or
c. Reduce em ssions of total organic HAP
by venting em ssions to a fuel gas
system or process; or
d. Use a vapor bal ancing system desi gned
and operated to coll ect organic HAP
vapors displaced fromtank trucks and

rail cars during | oading and route the



2. Hal ogenat ed
Goup 1
transfer rack
vent stream
for which you
use a
combusti on
device to
contr ol

or gani ¢ HAP

enm ssi ons
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col l ected HAP vapors to the storage tank
fromwhich the |iquid being | oaded
originated or to another storage tank

connected by a commpn header.

a. Use a hal ogen reduction device after
t he conbustion device to reduce

em ssi ons of hydrogen halide and hal ogen
HAP by $99 percent by weight, to #0.45
kg/ hr, or to #20 ppnv; or

b. Use a hal ogen reduction device before
t he conbustion device to reduce the

hal ogen atom mass em ssion rate to #0.45

kg/ hr or to a concentration #20 ppnv.

Table 6 to Subpart FFFF of Part 63. Requirenments for

Equi pnent Leaks

As required in 863.2480, you nust neet each

requirenment in the following table that applies to your

equi pment | eaks:
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For all . . . And that is You mnust
part of . . .
1. Equi pnment a. An MCPU I. Conmply with the
that is in with no requi rements of subpart TT
organi ¢ HAP conti nuous of this part 63 and the

service at an process vents requirenments referenced

exi sting t herein; or

source ii. Comply with the
requi rements of subpart UU
of this part 63 and the
requi rements referenced
therein; or
iii. Conply with the
requi rements of 40 CFR

part 65, subpart F.
b. An MCPU i. Comply with the

with at |l east requirenments of subpart UU
one of this part 63 and the
conti nuous requi rements referenced
process vent t herein; or

ii. Conply with the

requi renments of 40 CFR

part 65, subpart F.
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2. Equi prent a. Any MCPU i. Conply with the

that is in requi rements of subpart UU
organi ¢ HAP of this part 63 and the
service at a requi rements referenced
new source therein; or

ii. Conply with the

requi renents of 40 CFR

Eart 65, subeart F.

Table 7 to Subpart FFFF of Part 63. Requirenents for
Wastewater Streans and Liquid Streans in Open Systens

Wthin an MCPU

As required in 863.2485, you nust neet each
requirenent in the follow ng table that applies to your
wast ewater streans and liquid streanms in open systens

wi thin an MCPU:

For each . . . You nust

1. Process wastewater Conply with the requirenments in
stream 8863. 132 through 63. 148 and the
requi renments referenced therein,

except as specified in 863.2485.
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2. Mai nt enance Comply with the requirenents in
wast ewat er stream 8§63. 105 and the requirenments
referenced therein, except as

specified in 863.2485.

3. Liquid streamin Conmply with the requirements in
an open systemw thin 863.149 and the requirenments
an MCPU referenced therein, except as

specified in 863.2485.

Table 8 to Subpart FFFF of Part 63. Partially Sol uble

Hazar dous Air Pol |l utants

As specified in 863.2485, the partially sol uble HAP
in wastewater that are subject to nanagenent and
treatment requirenents in this subpart FFFF are listed in

the follow ng table:

Chem cal nanme . . . CAS No.

1. 1,1,1-Trichl oroethane (nethyl 71556

chl or of orm

2. 1,1,2,2-Tetrachl oroet hane 79345
3. 1,1, 2-Trichl oroet hane 79005
4. 1,1-Dichloroethylene (vinylidene 75354
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chl oride)

5. 1, 2- Di br onpet hane

6. 1,2-Dichl oroethane (ethylene dichloride)
7. 1,2-Dichl oropropane

8. 1, 3-Dichl oropropene

9. 2,4,5-Trichl orophenol

10. 2-Butanone ( MEK)

11. 1, 4-Di chl orobenzene

12. 2-Nitropropane

13. 4-Met hyl - 2- pent anone (M BK)
14. Acet al dehyde

15. Acrolein

16. Acrylonitrile

17. Allyl chloride

18. Benzene

19. Benzyl chloride

20. Bi phenyl

21. Bronmoform (tribronomet hane)
22. Bronmonet hane

23. But adi ene

24. Carbon disulfide

25. Chl orobenzene

26. Chl oroethane (ethyl chloride)
27. Chl orof orm

28. Chl or onet hane

29. Chl oroprene

30.

Cunene

106934
107062
78875
542756
95954
78933
106467
79469
108101
75070
107028
107131
107051
71432
100447
92524
75252
74839
106990
75150
108907
75003
67663
74873
126998
98828



31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.

Di chl or oet hyl et her
Di ni trophenol

Epi chl orohydrin

Et hyl acryl ate

Et hyl benzene

Et hyl ene oxi de

Et hyl i dene di chl ori de
Hexachl or obenzene
Hexachl or obut adi ene
Hexachl or oet hane

Met hyl nmet hacryl ate
Met hyl -t - butyl ether
Met hyl ene chl ori de
N- hexane

N, N- di met hyl ani |l i ne
Napht hal ene

Phosgene

Pr opi onal dehyde
Propyl ene oxi de

Styrene

Tetrachl or oet hyl ene (perchl oroet hyl ene)

Tetrachl oromet hane (carbon

tetrachl ori de)

53.
54.
55.
56.

Tol uene
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Trichl orobenzene (1,2, 4-)

Trichl or oet hyl ene

Tri met hyl pent ane

111444
51285
106898
140885
100414
75218
75343
118741
87683
67721
80626
1634044
75092
110543
121697
91203
75445
123386
75569
100425
79345
56235

108883
120821
79016

540841
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57. Vinyl acetate 108054
58. Vinyl chloride 75014
59. Xylene (m 108383
60. Xyl ene (0) 95476
61. Xylene (p) 106423

Table 9 to Subpart FFFF of Part 63. Sol ubl e Hazar dous

Air Pollutants

As specified in 863.2485, the soluble HAP in
wast ewat er that are subject to managenent and treat nent
requi renments of this subpart FFFF are listed in the

follow ng table:

Chem cal name . . . CAS No.
1. Acetonitrile 75058

2. Acet ophenone 98862

3. Diethyl sulfate 64675

4. Di nethyl hydrazine (1,1) 58147

5. Dinethyl sulfate 77781

6. Dinitrotoluene (2,4) 121142
7. Di oxane (1,4) 123911
8. Ethylene glycol dinethyl ether

9. Ethylene glycol nonobutyl ether acetate

10. Ethylene glycol nmonomethyl ether acetate
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11. | sophorone 78591
12. Met hanol 67561
13. Nitrobenzene 98953
14. Tol uidine (0-) 95534
15. Triethyl am ne 121448

Table 10 to Subpart FFFF of Part 63. Work Practice

St andards for Heat Exchange Systens

As required in 863.2490, you nust neet each
requirenent in the follow ng table that applies to your

heat exchange systens:

For each . . . You nust
Heat exchange system as Comply with the
defined in 863.101 requi renments of 863.104 and

the requirenments referenced
therein, except as

specified in 863.2490.




Table 11 to Subpart

As required in 863.2520(a) and (b),

each report that
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FFFF of Part

Reports

the follow ng table:

63.

Requi renments for

you nust submt

applies to you on the schedule shown in

You must submt The report nust You nmust submt
a(n) contain... the report. ..
1. The information At | east 6 nonths

Preconpl i ance

report

2. Notification
of conpliance

status report

3. Conpliance

report

specified in

§63. 2520(¢) .

The informtion
specified in

§63. 2520( d)

The i nformati on

specified in

prior to the
conpl i ance dat e;
or for new
sources, with the
application for
approval of
construction or

reconstruction.

No | ater than 150
days after the
conpl i ance date

specified in

8§63. 2445.

Sem annual |y

according to the
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863. 2520( e) requi renments in

§63. 2520( b) .

Table 12 to Subpart FFFF of Part 63. Applicability of

General Provisions to Subpart FFFF

As specified in 863.2540, the parts of the General

Provi sions that apply to you are shown in the foll ow ng

t abl e:

Citation Subj ect Expl anati on

§63.1 Applicability Yes

§863. 2 Definitions Yes

863. 3 Units and Yes
Abbrevi ati ons

§63. 4 Prohi bited Activities Yes

863. 5 Construction/ Yes
Reconstructi on

§63. 6(a) Applicability Yes

863.6(b) (1 Conpl i ance Dates for Yes

)-(4) New and Reconstructed
sources

863.6(b)(5) Notification Yes

§63. 6(b) (6)

[ Reserved]



§63. 6(b) (7)

§63. 6(c) (1

)-(2)
§63. 6(c) (3

)-(4)
§63. 6(c) (5)

§63. 6(d)

§63. 6(e) (1

)-(2)
§63. 6(e) (3)

(i), (i),
and (v)

t hr ough
(viii)

§63. 6(e) (3)

(iii) and

352

Conpl i ance Dates for
New and Reconstructed
Area Sources That

Beconme Maj or
Conpl i ance Dates for

Exi sting Sources
[ Reserved]

Conpl i ance Dates for
Exi sting Area Sources

That
[ Reserved]

Becone Mj or

Operation &

Mai nt enance
St artup,

Shut down, and
Mal functi on

Pl an ( SSMP)

Recor dkeepi ng and

Reporting During SSM

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes, except

i nformation
regardi ng Goup 2
en ssi on points
and equi prment

| eaks is not
required in the
SSMP, as specified

in §63.2525().
No, §63.998(d) (3)

and
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(iv) 63.998(c) (1) (ii)(D
) through (G
specify the
recor dkeepi ng
requirement for
SSM events, and
§63. 2520( e) (4)
specifies
reporting

requirements.

863.6(f)(1) Conpliance Except Yes
Duri ng SSM

863.6(f)(2 Met hods for Yes

)-(3) Det er m ni ng Conpl i ance

863.6(g)(1 Al ternative Yes

)-(3) St andard

863. 6( h) Opacity/ Visible Only for flares
Em ssi on (VE) for which Method
St andar ds 22 observations

are required as
part of a flare
compl i ance

assessment .
863.6(i)(1 Conpl i ance Extension Yes



)-(14)
§63. 6(j)

§63. 7(a) (1

)-(2)

§63. 7(a) (3)

§63. 7(b) (1)

§63. 7(b) (2)

863. 7(c)

354

Pr esi denti al

Conpl i ance Exenption

Perf ormance Test Dates

Section 114 Authority

Notification of

Perf ormance Test
Noti fication of

Reschedul i ng
Qual ity Assurance/ Test

Pl an

Yes

Yes, except
substitute 150

days for 180 days.
Yes, and this

par agraph al so
applies to flare
conpl i ance
assessnments as
speci fi ed under

§63.997(b) (2) .
Yes

Yes

Yes, except the
test plan nust be
submtted with the
notification of

t he performance
test if the

control device



§63.
§63.

§63.

§63.

§63.

§63.

§63.
§63.

§63.

7(d)
7(e) (1)

7(e)(2)

7(e)(3)
7(f)

7(9)

7(h)
8(a) (1)

8(a)(2)

355

Testing Facilities
Condi ti ons for

Conducti ng Performance

Test s

Condi tions for
Conducti ng Performance

Test s
Test
Al ternative

Run Dur ati on

Test Met hod

Perf ormance Test Data

Anal ysi s
Wi ver
Applicability of

of Tests

Moni tori ng

Requi renment s
Per f or mance

Speci fications

controls batch

process vents.
Yes
Yes, except that
performance tests
for batch process
vents nust be
conduct ed under
wor st - case
condi ti ons as

specified in

863. 2460.
Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes
Yes

Yes



§63. 8( a) (3)
§63. 8( a) (4)
§63. 8(b) (1)

§63. 8(b) (2

)-(3)

§63. 8(c) (1)

§63. 8(c) (1)
(i)

§63. 8(c) (1)
(ii)

§63. 8(c) (1)

(iii)

§63. 8(c) (2

)-(3)
§63. 8(c) (4)

356

[ Reserved]

Monitoring with Flares

Moni t ori ng

Mul tiple Effluents and

Mul tiple Monitoring

Syst ens
Monitoring System

Operation and

Mai nt enance
Routi ne and

Pr edi ct abl e SSM
SSM not i n SSMP

Conpl i ance with
Operati on and
Mai nt enance

Requi renent s
Moni toring System

I nstallation
CMS Requi renents

Yes
Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No. CMS

requi renents are
specified in
referenced
subparts G and SS

of this part 63.



§63. 8(c) (4)

(i)-(ii)

§63. 8(c) (5)

§63. 8(c) (6)

§63. 8(c) (7

)-(8)

357

COMS M ni num

Pr ocedur es

CM5 Requi renents

CMS Requi renents

Only for the

al ternative
standard, but
8§63.8(c)(4)(i)
does not apply
because the
alternative
standard does not
require continuous
opacity nonitoring

systenms (COWVS).
No. Subpart FFFF

does not contain
opacity or VE
limts.

Only for the

al ternative

standard in

863. 2505.
Only for the

alternative
standard in
863. 2505.

Requi renents for



§63. 8(d)

§63. 8(e)

§63. 8(f) (1

) - (5)

§63. 8(f) (6)

358

CMS Quality Control

CMS Perf or mance

Eval uati on

Al ternative
Moni tori ng

Met hod

Alternative to

CPMS are specified
in referenced
subparts G and SS

of this part 63.
Only for the

alternative
standard in

863. 2505.
Only for the

alternative
standard in

863. 2505, but
863.8(e)(5)(ii)
does not apply
because the
alternative
standard does not

requi re COMS.
Yes, except you

may al so request
approval using the
preconpl i ance

report.
Only applicable



§63. 8(g) (1

)-(4)

359

Rel ati ve Accuracy Test

Dat a Reducti on

when using CEMS to
denonstrate
conpl i ance,

i ncl udi ng the

al ternative
standard in

8§63. 2505.
Only when using

CEMS, including
for the
alternative
standard in

863. 2505, except
that the

requi rements for
COMS do not apply
because subpart
FFFF has no
opacity or VE
limts, and
863.8(g)(2) does
not apply because

data reducti on



863.8(9g)(5)

§63. 9( a)

§63. 9(b) (1

)-(5)
§63. 9(c)

§63. 9(d)

863. 9(e)

360

Dat a Reducti on

Notification

Requi renent s
Initial Notifications

Request for
Compl i ance

Ext ensi on
Noti fi cati on of

Speci al
Conpl i ance
Requi renment s

f or New Source
Noti fi cati on of

requi rements for
CEMS are specified

in 863.2450()).
No. Requirenents

for CEMS are
specified in

8§63. 2450(j ).

Requi rements for
CPMS are specified
in referenced
subparts G and SS

of this part 63.
Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes



§63. 9(f)

§63. 9(g)

§63. 9(h) (1

) - (6)

§63. 9(i )

361

Per f or mance

Test
Notification of

VE/ Opacity

Test

Addi ti onal
Noti fi cati ons \When

Usi ng CMS

Noti fi cati on of
Conpl i ance

St at us

Adj ust nent of

No. Subpart FFFF
does not contain
opacity or VE
limts.

Only for the

al ternative
standard in

8§63. 2505.
Yes, except

subpart FFFF has
no opacity or VE
limts, and
8§63.9(h)(2) does
not apply because
§63. 2520( d)
specifies the
requi red contents
and due date of
the notification
of conpliance

status report.
Yes



§63. 9(j )

§63. 10( a)

§63. 10(b) (1

)
§63. 10( b) (2

) (i) -(ii),
(iv), (v)

§63. 10( b) (2

) (i)

§63. 10(b) (2

) (vi), (X)),

and (xi)

362

Subm ttal Deadlines
Change in Previous

| nf or mati on

Recor dkeepi ng/

Reporting
Recor dkeepi ng/

Reporting

Records related to SSM

Records related to
mai nt enance of air
pol lution control

equi prment
CMS Records

No, §63.2520(e)
specifies
reporting

requi rements for

process changes.
Yes

Yes

No, 8§863.998(d)(3)
and
63.998(c)(1)(ii)(D
) through (G
specify

recor dkeepi ng

requi rements for

peri ods of SSM
Yes

Only for CEMS;
requi rements for

CPMS are specified



§63. 10(b) (2

) (vii)-(ix)
§63. 10(b) (2

)y (xii)
§63. 10( b) (2

Y (xiii)

§63. 10(b) (2

) (xiv)
§63. 10(b) (3

)
§63. 10(c) (1

)-(6),(9)-
(15)

§63. 10(c) (7

)-(8)

§63. 10(d) (1

)
§63. 10( d) (2

363

Recor ds

Recor ds

Recor ds

Recor ds

Recor ds

Recor ds

Recor ds

General Reporting

Requi renment s

Report of Performance

in referenced
subparts G and SS

of this part 63.
Yes

Yes

Only for the
alternative
standard in

863. 2505.
Yes

Yes

Only for the
alternative
standard in

863. 2505.
No. Recor dkeeping

requi renents are
specified in

863. 2525.
Yes

Yes
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) Test Results
863.10(d) (3 Reporting Opacity or No. Subpart FFFF
) VE does not contain
Observations opacity or VE
limts.
8§63.10(d) (4 Progress Reports Yes
)
863.10(d) (5 Periodic Startup, No, 863.2520(e€) (4)
) (i) Shut down, and and (5) specify
Mal f uncti on the SSM reporting
Reports requi renments.
863.10(d) (5 | mmedi ate SSM Reports No
) (i)
§63.10(e)(1 Additional CVMs Only for the
)-(2) Reports al ternative
standard, but
863.10(e) (2) (i)
does not apply
because the
al ternative
st andard does not
requi re COMS.
863.10(e) (3 Reports No. Reporting
) requi rements are

specified in



§63. 10(e) (3

) (i) -(iii)

§63. 10(e) (3

) (iv)-(v)

§63. 10(e) (3

) (iv)-(v)

§63. 10(e) (3
) (vi)-
(viii)

§63. 10(e) (4

)

§63. 10(f)

§63. 11

365

Reports

Excess Em ssions

Reports

Excess Em ssi ons

Reports

Excess Em ssi ons
Report and Summary

Report

Reporti ng COMS data

Wai ver for
Recor dkeepi ng/

Reporting
Fl ares

8§63. 2520.
No. Reporting

requi rements are
specified in

863. 2520.
No. Reporting

requi renents are
specified in

§63. 2520.
No. Reporting

requi renents are
specified in

863. 2520.
No. Reporting

requi renents are
specified in

§63. 2520.
No. Subpart FFFF

does not contain
opacity or VE
[imts.

Yes

Yes



§63. 12
§63. 13
§63. 14

§63. 15

366

Del egati on
Addr esses
| ncor poration by

Ref er ence
Avai l ability of

| nf or mati on

Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes




